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; INVESTIGATION * 


Into our preſent received Chronology. 


WHEREIN ir 18 PROPOSED 
CLEARLY TO POINT 007 aud PROVE SEVERAL 
ESSENTIAL ERRORS, 
OF VERY CONSIDERABLE MAGNITUDE, 
| CONTAINED IN THE PERIOD OF TIME 
Comprehended between the Birth of Abram, 
| AND THE BIRTH OF CHRIST ; 
INSOMUCH, 


' THAT ALTHO' IT 18 OVER-RECKONED MATERIALLY 
IN TWO INSTANCES, 


| | YET UPON THE WHOLE. 
IT IS EVIDENTLY UNDER-RECKONED 


AS MUCH AS II5 YEARS, 
Vin. That Chriſt was born in the Year 4119, 
AND NOT IN THE YEAR 4004. 
THE WHOLE INDISPUTABLY PROYED FROM FS 


' THE SCRIPTURE, + 


WHICH 13 ITS OWN BEST INTERPRETER. LEN 


— — 
BY A FRIEND OF TRUTH. 
—— 1 — 
' Shrewsbury: | 
PRINTED AND SOLD BY j. AND w. EDDOWES. 


$0LD BY r. N, LONGMAN, PATERNOSTER ROW, AND ©, RILBAUT, 
NO, 439, STRAND, (LONDON, | 


1798, : 


' PREFACE, 


| Tur Author of this Work humbly hopes 
for, and earneſtly ſolicits, the candour of the Reader, for 
the following reaſons: 1ſt, Becauſe he is extremely ſenſible 
of his defect in abilities, as a writer, this being the firſt - 
effort he ever made; and this he would have been happy 
to have declined, could he have prevailed on any perſon 
more capable to undertake the taſk, as nothing but the 
very great importance of the ſubje& could ever have in- 
duced him to attempt ſo arduous an undertaking, 2dly, 
Becauſe the ſubject, in itſelf, is extremely abſtruſe ; not 
that it was ſo originally, or primarily, but has been ren. 
dered ſo, by the falſe comments and miſconſtructions 
which have from time to time been -put upon it, and 
from which, he is well aware, it will be extremely dif- 
ficult to extricate it, | 


Notwithſtanding theſe diſheartening circumſtances and 
conſiderations, the Lovs of Tx ur has ultimately pre- 
vailed, and determined the Author not to keep back from 
the world a diſcovery which he conceives to be of great 
importance, conſequently an indiſpenſible duty on him to 
make publick. He alſo hopes that no perſon whom he 
has had occaſion to quote, or differ in opinion from, will, 


take offence thereat ; as there was none intended by the 


Author, they being all utter ſtrangers to him. One in 
particular, he begs leave to mention, as having been under 
the 


PREFACE, 


the neceſſity of differing from in two or three inſtancey, 
viz. Mr. T. Prieſtley; whoſe ſuperior abilities, in every 
other inſtance, the author holds in the higheſt poſſible 
eſtimation, His reaſon for quoting him was, that he had 
not ſeen any other author who had been ſo explicit upon 
the different parts of the ſubject he has had occaſion to 
diſcuſs under the third propoſition. Neither would he 
have it to be underſtood, that he locks upon Mr, Prieſt. 
ley's opinion to be ſingular, or different from that of his 


eotewporaries or predecefiors 3 but, an the contrary, that 


he includes their opinions, as well ay his, and begs leave 
io differ from them all, 2s tq the points he has had co, 
eaſion to introduce for diſcuſſion, in the courſe of the 
ſecond and third propoſitions, 


Having ſaid thus much, he entirely refers himſelf to « 
candid, generous, and impartial publick, not doubting 
but they will giye the work a deliberate and unprejydiced 
peruſal ; without which, he conceives, it will be jmpoſ. 
ble for any perſon, however acute their capacity, to giye 
a fair opinion, either with reſpeft to is merits gr 
demerits. | 5 | 


* « 


Die Author, not leing ambitious of affixing his name 
to the title page F the following work, informs thoſe of his 
readers «cho my wwiſh to be acquainted with it, that the 
publiſhers are authorized to ſatisfy any enquiries on that head, 
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PROPOSITION 


| T rar there does exiſt an error of-60 years, 
 over-feckoned from the birth of Abram, till he was called to 
leave his father's houſe, at the age of 75, to go to the land of 
Canaan, p- 1» 


PROPOSITION. II. 

That our commentators have, one and all, totally miſcon- 
ſtrued and miſunderſtood the meaning of that paſſage of St. Paul, 
in the iii. ch. of Galatians, in ſuppoſing and concluding that the 
430 years mentioned there, in the 17th verſe, is to begin to be 
reckoned from the tirſt promiſe to Abram, p. 28, 


' PROPOSITION III. 
That there exiſts an error of no leſs than 215 years under- 
reckoned reſpecting the time which the 8 of Iſrael ſojourned 


in Egypt. p-. 41. 


PROPOSITION IV. 
That there are a few other ſmall errors, amounting in all to 
13 years, under-reckoned from the foundation of the temple to 
the return of the Jews from their 70 years captivity in the firlt 
year of Cyrus. p. 80. 


PROPOSITION V. 
That there is a further error in the computation of our 
chronologiſts, from the firſt year of Cyrus, to the birth of Chriſt, 
of as much as 53 years, over-reckoned during that period. p, 84. 


| PROPOSITION VI, 
In order further to illuſtrate and confirm the truth of the laſt 
propoſition, I undertake to ſhew, that the period of time, Dan. 
viii, 14, repreſented under the figurative term of 230 days, that 
is, years, did not expire in the year 1750, according to the 
opinion 
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opinion of the late Mr.Fletcher, (which it would have done had the 
chronology from the firlt year of Cyrus been right) but that i 
does, and certainly will expire in or with the year 1798. p. 99. 


| PROPOSITION VII. 

In order further to demonſtrate that the whole ſtatement of 
the chronology is ſtrictly correct, I ſhall ſhew, that there is 
every reaſon to believe, and infer, and that it appears very clearly, 
that the preciſe time when Abram was called of God, to offer up 
his ſon Iſaac, on Mount Moria, as a type of Chriſt, was at 
exactly the half of the period from the creation of the world, to 
the crucifixjon of our Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, p. 104. 


An I nveſtigation, &c. 


PROPOSITION I. 


That there does exiſt an obvious Error of 60 Years, over- 

reckoned in the Computation of our Chronologiſts, from 

the Birth of Abram to the Time he was called by God to, 
leave his Father's Houſe, at the Age of 75. 


A BITTER diſpute has ariſen 
among Chronologiſts concerning this point, viz, 
At what Year of his Father Terah, Abram was 
born? which diſpute, I find, has originated from, 
or been occaſioned by, their putting a too rigorous 
and unqualified conſtruction upon the words of 

St. Stephen, recorded in Acts vii. 4. in oppoſition 
to the record of Moſes, Gen, xi. 26. | 
The diſpute in itſelf is ſimply this; viz. 
Whether Abram was born in the 7oth year of his, 
father's age, according to the record of Moſes, 
Gen. xi, 26, or in the 1goth year of Terah's 
age, as ſome ingenious commentators contend. - 
I beg leave to ſtand forth an adyocate for the 
firſt opinion, viz, That he was born in the 7oth 
year of Terah's age, according to the record of 
e e Moſes, 


— 
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Moſes, Gen, xi, 26. Which hypotheſis, if ſuſhi. 
ciently eſtabliſhed, (which, I truſt, I ſhall be able 
to do) will clearly detect an error of 60 years, 
over-reckoned in our received chronology, from 
the time of Abram's birth to the time of his going 
into the Land of Canaan, at the age of 7g. 

I have ſeen three different opinions reſpecting 
this point, The firſt is laid down by Mr. Jonx 
Ba$KETT, printer to the Univerſity of Oxford, in 
a Bible publiſhed in 1736, which ſays in a note on 
Gen. xi. 32, in the index, That Terah begat not 
«© Abram in the 7oth year of his age, but only 
% Nahor and Haran; and that in the 130th year 
« of his age he begat Abram.” 

A ſecond opinion is advanced and ſupported 
by Mr. Poole, a Latin author, who contends, 


% That at 70 Terah had onLy begat Haran, his 


« eldeſt ſon;ꝰ though Moſes fays he had begotten | 
three, 

A third opinion 1s held by Mr, STACKHOUSE, 
who ſays, © That Terah only LIVE D to the age of 
« 145, according to the Samaritan Verſion, and 
«© the Samaritan Chronicle; which (he ſays) 
& without doubt do agree with the Hebrew copy, 
« from which they are tranſlated; and as to its 


being ſaid that Terah died in Han at the age 


« of 205, muſt proceed from an error crept 
into the text of Moſes, by ſome means or other.” 

proceed now to confute, and ſhew the fallacy 
of the firſt opinion, by making it appear that we 
have not the leaſt ſhadow of reaſon to believe or 
credit the aſſertion, That Terah did .not beget 

FF | Abram 
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Abram till he was 130 years old; but, on the. 
contrary, we have every reaſon to believe, that he 
certainly did beget him at the age ſtated by Moſes, - 
viz, at the age of 70. It is much to be. regretted, 
that perſons ſhould ſo haſtily preſume to wreſt and 
diſtort the Scriptures, in order to make them fall 
in with their own. pre-conceived and warped 
opinions, without firſt being certain that they had 
ſufficient authority for ſo doing. That there ar- 
PEARS a contradiction between Stephen and Moſes, 
is manifeſtly evident. But how has this been 
rectified by our chronologiſts ? I anſwer, by flatly 
giving the lie to Moſes, in order to eſtabliſh the 
aſſertion of St. Stephen, Acts vii. 4. To ſhew, 
therefore, who is entitled to the greateſt ws is 
the ſole hinge of this diſcuſſion. | 
And firſt, let it be particularly obſerved; that 
they have no authority whatever from the words of 
St. Stephen, for aſſerting that Terah begat not 
Abram till he (Terah) was 130; for one. of the 
three opinions, I have juſt quoted, contends that 
Terah died at 145, conſequently muſt have begotten 
Abram at 70. Therefore, as I have juſt before 
obſerved, they have no authority, even from the 
words of St, Stephen, in one . inſtance more than 
another, for ſubverting the plain, poſitive xxo 
of Moſes, Gen. xi. 26. As ſuch, they ſhould have 
left the matter juſt as they found it, unleſs they 
could have deviſed means to eſtabliſh St. Stephen's . 
aſſertion, Acts vii. 4. without oy CONTRADICT= / 
ING Moſes, 


Let us now proceed to examine what degree of 
32 N 
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probability is annexed to their idea, viz. © That 
« Abram was not born till the 13oth year of his 
„ father Terah's age.” Mr. BasxeTT, you will 
obſerve, admits that Nahor and Haran were both 
born when Terah was 70 years old; this being 
admitted, it follows of courſe, that it was as much 
as 60 years after before Terah had his third ſon 
Abram. And we do not read of his having any 
more than three ſons in all, neither do we read a 
ſyllable of his ever having any ſecond wife. It 
muſt be a ſtrange circumſtance indeed, that Terah. 
ſhould have two ſons by the time he was 70; and 
not to have the third fon before he was 130. But 
admitting, for a moment, that was the caſe, let us 
ſee how this idea of their's will anſwer their purpoſe 
as to probability. _ 
We are told, Gen. xi. 29. that Abram -and 
Nahor took them wives, &c. And further, that 
| theſe wives were two ſiſters, daughters to their 
elder brother Haran. Now is it not unaccountable, 
and even abſurd, to ſuppoſe- that two brothers, 
who differed in their age as much as 60 years, 
ſhould take them wives of two nieces, s15TERs ? 
and that Abram ſhould marry his wife firſt by 
ſome years, though (according to their hypotheſis) 
his brother Nahor was ſo much older? For, ob- 
ſerve, it is ſaid, Sarai was barren, ſhe had no 
child. And this was when Abram was 75 years 
old, conſequently, Nahor muſt have been at that 
time at leaſt 135: a very unlikely circumſtance, 
even in thoſe days, for a perſon to remain unmar- 
ried till that age, viz. 1353 and to beget twelve 
| children 


„ 
children aſterwards, eight by Milcah, and four 
by Reuma his concubine, Gen. xxii. 21, 22, 24. 
And it is clearly evident that-he, Nahor, had no 
child by Milcah, when Abram left him'behind in 
Charron ; as it is told Abraham as à matter of great 
joy, Gen. xxii, 20. that Milcah had Bornt child- 
ren to his brother Nahor; which clearly implies, 
that he, Abraham, was unacquainted with it till he 

was told it; and he muſt have known it if that he, 
Nahor, had any previous to Abram's departure 
out of Charron. Obſerve, all theſe improbabilities 
are however admitted, in order to countenance 
and ſupport a negative expreſſion of- St. Stephen, 
Acts vii: 4. in contradiction to the poſitive aſſer- 
tion of Moſes, Gen. xi. 26. 

How abſurd, in the firſt place, to ſuppoſe that 
Terah ſhould beget Nahor and Haran, by the 
time he was 70, and not to beget Abram, his third 
ſon, till 60 years after! And again, that Abram 
and Nahor ſhould marry two nieces, who were ſiſters, 
notwithſtanding ſuch a diſparity of age; and that 
Nahor ſhould marry his wife LasT too, (by ſome 
years) at the advanced age of 135, altho'-we have 
an account of his immediate progenitors, for ten 
generations before, having all married from 30 to 
35 years old. See Gen, xi. 11 to 25. And 
Abraham deemed it a miracle 'to have a child at 
100. See Gen. xvii. 17. And furthermore, that 
after marrying at 135, he, Nahor, ſhould have as 
many as 12 children; and eight of thoſe by his 
niece Milcah, u ho muſt have been, in all probability, 
ico years old ; altho? we read of its being a miracle 
B 3 ſor 
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for Sarah to bear at 90. See as above, Gen, xvii, 
17. I do not take upon me to ſay that ſuch things 
are totally impoſſible, but it certainly is extremely 
improbable. 

I proceed now, to examine into the merits of 
the ſecond opinion, ſtated in the outſet of this pro- 
poſition z which opinion is advanced and ſupported 
by Mr. Pool E, a latin author, who, commenting 
upon Gen. xi. 32, affirms, that, at the age of 70, 
Terah had only begat Haran, his eldeſt ſon; and 
refers you, for proof of this, to Gen. v. 32. infer. 
ring thereby, that at the age of 500, Noah had 
only begotten Japheth, his eldeſt ſon, Then he 
proceeds, and ſays, that as it is certain that Japheth 
is the eldeſt there, (Gen. x. 21.) ſo doubtleſs Haran 
is the eldeſt of thoſe mentioned Gen, xi. 26, He then 
goes on, and ſays, that as Abram is ſaid by Stephen, 
AQs vii. 4, to have quitted Haran after the 
death of his father, (and Terah died at the age of 
' 205) and Abram being no more than 75 when he 
left Charron, that of . courſe, it follows, that he, 
Abram was not begotten till Terah was 130. Mr. 
Pool x then ſays, that the thing is plain enough, 
but men will make difficulties, 

Now I so Far agree with Mr, Pool x, as to 
admit that Haran was the eldeſt of Terah's ſons, 
and that Japheth was the elder of Noan's. But I 
deny that Mr. Poor has at all proved, that 
JAPHETH was not begotten till Noah was 500, 
As it is certain, that if Syem, Noah's youngeſt 
ſon, was not begotten when Noah was 500 years 
old, he was begotten within two years after at 

furtheſt, 


! 


ſurtheſt, Which two years, I truſt, however, I 
ſhall be able to account for and reconcile, 

Now in the firſt place, it is poſſible that Moſes 
might look upon two years, as too trivial a matter 
to mention in a round number of 500. But even 
ſuppoſing him to have been guilty of ſuch an 
omiſſion, yet let it be obſerved, he takes particular 
care to mention at what time Shem begat Arphaxad, 
ſee Gen. xi. 10. viz. two years after the flood. So - 
that it clearly appears, either that Noah muſt have 
been 502 at the time he begat Shem ; or elſe, that 
Shem muſt have been 102 when he begat Arphaxad. 
If we infer in the firſt inſtance, that Noah was 502 
when he begat Shem, then indeed it muſt be allowed, 
that Moſes has. been guilty of an omiſſion, or error 
of Two years. But even admitting THAT was the 
caſe, it is BUT Two years; and Moſes takes care to 


rectify it afterwards, by informing us of the preciſe 


time when Arphaxad was born; viz. two years after 
the flood, Whereas, if either of the foregoing / 
opinions be admitted, there will appear a vacuum 
of no leſs than 60 years between the preciſe time of 
Abram's birth, as recorded by Moſes, Gen. xi. 26, 
and the CONJECTURAL time of his birth, according 
to the hypotheſis of the two foregoing commentators, 
Mr. B. and Mr. P. I ſay, admitting for a moment 
Moſes to Bx guilty of an omiſſion of Two years, with 
reſpect to the age of Noah, when he begat Shem 
yet if it be an omiſſion, it is but Two years in a 
period of 500, (Noah's age) and that he takes care 
to rectify afterwards; whereas the vacuum in queſtion, 
were it admiſſible, would be no leſs than 60 years, 
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and that too in the ſmall period of 70 years, Terah's 
age, when it is ſaid he. begat Abram, Nahor, and 
Haran : and this omiſſion, if it BE DEEMED an 
omiſſion, Mosks never rectifies at all. And as 
to the concluſion drawn from the words of St. 
Stephen, Acts vii. 4, I inſiſt is totally inadmiſſible, 
as ſhall be proved in its proper place. 

I come now to conſider, the ſeeming error of 
lo o years with reſpe& to the ſecond inſtance, viz. 
at what age of Shem ArPHAxap was begotten ? 
Whether at the age of 100, or 102? It is ſaid, 
Gen. xi. 10, that Shem was an 100 years old, and 
0 begat Arphaxad Two YEARS AFTER the flood :” 
that is, He, Shem, was (I ſhould conceive) an 100 
years old Ar the flood, and begat. Arphaxad two 
years AFTER the flood : for I do inſiſt upon it, that 
there Ax x Or be the leaſt doubt, but that if Moſes 
alludes to the time when either of the ſons of Noah 
was begotten, it certainly muſt be Syem. It being 
a a matter totally immaterial to the ſubje& Moſes had 
in hand, at what age Noah begat either Ham or 
Japheth ; as he does not take the leaſt notice at 
what age either of THEM begat any of THEIR 
children; nor even at what time Suu begat any 
of His ſons except Arphaxad. See Gen. x. 22, and 
xi. 10. Neither, let it be obſerved, is it mentioned 
at what age any of his, Noah's, progenitors for nine 
generations, from Adam to Noah, begat any of 
THEIR ſons, except ONE SON OF EACH ONLY ; and 
that not always the eldeſt : for inſtance, Seth was 
Adam's third ſon. See Gen. v. 3. And although 
he begat others before, ſee iv. 1. and 2. and alſo 

afterwards 
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afterwards, ſee v. and 4, yet it is only noticed by 
Moles, at what age Adam begat Sera, it being 
in a direct line from him that Chriſt was to come: 
for the ſame reaſon it is only mentioned throughout 
the nine generations, at what age either of them 
begat any of their ſons, except one each. The 
reaſon why Ham and JapatThH are mentioned along 
with Shem is onvious, by reaſon that they were to 
people by far the greateſt part of the earth after the 
flood: conſequently, it was neceſſary for Moſes to 
inform us whoſe ſons they were. 

Obſerve further, AzyHAaxaD is not the eldeſt © 
of Shem's ſons, but the third, ſee Gen. x. 22. 
yet he is the ow LY one that is mentioned at what 
time he was begotten, viz. two years after the flood. 
See Gen. xi. 10. Likewiſe, there is only one ſon, 
and no more, of any of his deſcendants mentioned, 
till we come to Terah; ſee Gen. xi. 12 to 26. and then 
Moſes informs us that TER AH lived 70 years and 
begat Abram, Nahor, and Haran; that is, he begat 
Abram, his youngeſt ſon, at that age, and Nahor 
and Haran before. I think it alſo worthy of 
remark, that Abram was the third ſon of Terah, 
ſo alſo was Arphaxad the third ſon of Shem ; Shem 
alſo was the third ſon of Noah, and Seth the third 
ſon of Adam. ; 

Further, I beg it may be obſerved, that the ſeven 
perſons who preceded Terah in lineal deſcent, all 
of them married and begat children, when they 
were from 29 to 35 years of age, Gen. xi. 1225. 
which renders it the more probable that Terah 
alſo married at near mo ſame age, or, I 
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boag before 70; and might have begotten both Nahor 
and Haran long before then, though not as. much 
as 60 years before neither; the time Mr. Pools 
will have it that Haran was begotten before Abram, 
And MaRK, 60 years at the time of Terah, is 
more in proportion to his age, than 260 years 
would have been to Noah. Therefore, I ſay, if 
it be inſiſted upon that Moſes was guilty of a 
remiſſneſs, with reſpect to informing us at what 
age of Noah Shem was born, viz. at 500 or 502, 
yet theſe two years (which by the bye he ſets right 
afterwards) would not be an hundredth part of the 
magnitude in proportion to Noah's age, as what 
bo years are to that of Terah, when it is ſaid he 
begat Abram, Nahor, and Haran. 

And that it is poſſible Moſes might think two 
years too trivial a time to particularize, when 
ſpeaking. of the round number of 300 years, 1 
refer you to a ſimilar inſtance in Gen. xvii. 17. 
where it is ſaid, that Abram was then an hundred 
years old, although we are expreſsly informed in 
the 24th verſe, that he was only 99 years old at 
that time, viz. at the time God ſpoke with him, 
and he was circumciſed the ſelf-ſame day, verſe 23, 
and that he was then no more than 9g, and not 
an ico, as mentioned in the 17th verſe. Compare 
Gen. xvii. 24. with xxi. 5. What T would infer 
from the above obſervation, is, that although 
Moſes may ſeem to have erred in recording the 
age of Abram when God talked with him, verſe 17, 
yet he takes care to ſet the matter right afterwards, 
lee Gen, xvii. 2t, 24, with xxi. 5, And although 


Moſes might omit ſpecifying the exa& age of 
Noah 
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Noah when he begat Siem, yet he takes particu- 


lar care to inform us at what time Arphaxad was 
begotten, viz. two years after the Flood, So that we 
are certain, that either Noah was 502 when' he 
begat Shem, or that Shem was 102 when he 
begat Arphaxad; that is, he was 100 years old 
at the Flood, and begat Arphaxad two years after. 
Probably the Hebrew text would clear up the 
point, had I an opportunity of availing myſelf of 
the information. But if not, I ſhould ſtill be of 
the opinion, that it is extremely probable that the 
- omiſſion might be made by ſome of the numerous 
tranſctibers from time to time, -before the art of 
printing was known or invented, which was not till 
Anno Domini 1441, Conſequently, it is very 
poſſible that in taking haſty copies in writing, ſuch 
a trivial alteration might eaſily happen. That 
there has much greater happened, I refer you to 
Ezekiel i. 1. where the word THIRTIETH is intro- 
duced inſtead of the word THIRTEENTH, Innu- 
merable other inſtances of a ſimilar kind might be 
pointed out from the Margins of the Bible, were. 
it neceſſary; for my part I think the thing clearly 
| ſpeaks foritſelf, and that it certainly muſt be ſo.“ 
Furthermore, before I quit this part of the 
ſubject, I beg leave to obſerve, and repeat, that 
there is every reaſon to believe and conclude, that 
Terah married long before he was 70, and begat 
Nahor and Haran before that age; and that at 
that age he begat A BRAU. It being a matter of 


no kind of moment (as has been before obſerved of 
Ham 


* The author has conſulted ſeveral learned divines upon this 
point, and they perfectly accord with him in opinion, 
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Ham and Japheth) when, or at what age of 
T:zzan, Nahor and Haran were begotten, as 
Moſes takes no notice whatever when any of their 
80n$S or poſterity were begotten; but he takes 
particular care to inform us at what age of Abra- 
ham Iſaac was born; alſo at what age of Iſaac 
Jacob was born; ſee Gen. xxi. 5, and xxv. 26. 

Theſe circumſtances abundantly ſerve to prove, 
that Moſes means to inform us, Gen. xi. 26, when 
ABRAM in particular was born or begotten ; for if 
Abram was not begotten at the time Moſes ſays he 
was, viz. when Terah was 70, he leaves us totally 
at a loſs to know when he, ABRam, was begotten; 
which would derogate greatly from the pxecevinG 
aſtoniſhing preciſion and correctneſs of Moſes, 
The omiflion would be quite unpardonable in 
Moſes, to give us no account at all at what time 
f illuſtrious a character as ABram was begotten or - 
born: this would be breaking, at one ſtroke, the 
maſter link which connects the whole chain of the 
Bible chronology, as it is regularly calculated To 
and FROM the time of his receiving the firſt pro- 
miſe, at the age of 75, 
If it ſhould be urged, that St. Stephen, Acts 
vii. 4. ſets us right as to this particular, I inſiſt 
upon it that he does not; for, admitting that 
Stephen was right as to the idea of Abram's 
leaving Charron after his father's death, at the age 
of 75, yet he by no means informs us now LON 
after his father's death it was that he left it; 
whether one, Iwo, THREE, or TEN years after; 
and one year ONLY would ſerve to invalidate the 

die ine 
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divine authenticity of Moſes's chronology as ef- 
fectually as one hundred. Beſides, were that not 
the caſe, how was the chronology to have been- 
aſcertained previous to St. Stephen's conſtruction 
of it? As Moſes, I am ſure, does no where ſay | 
that mis, ABRamM's father, Terah was dead previous 
to his leaving Charron, but quite the contrary ; 
for he tells us in no leſs than three places, firſt, 
that God required him to leave ; ſecondly, cauſed 
him to wander ; and thirdly, even Took him from 
his FATHER'S HOUSE, 

St. Stephen ſays, Acts vii. 3, that Abraham 
was commanded to get him out of his country, and 
from his kindred, and come. into the land that God 
would ſhew him. Now, let it be obſerved, St. 
Stephen omits one thing which is very material. 
Moſes, Gen. xii. 1. ſays MoRE than this; he adds, 
& and from thy father's houſe;”” & H. Now, I con- 
tend, that Abram could noT, with any degree of 
propriety, be ſaid to be called to leave his father's 
houſe, unleſs his father Terah was then living at 
the time of his departure; for obſerve, he had 
BEFORE left his country, and his kindred, in leaving - 
Ur of the Chaldees, wherein numbers of his- 
* kindred were yet living, even to the eighth and 
ninth generations, See Gen. xi. 11 to 24. Indeed 
it appears that all of them were living, except 
Abram's grandfather Nahor, and Abram's brother 
Haran; even Suu himſelf lived as much as 135, 
and Ebar as much as 164 years, after that he, 
Abram, quitted Charron, at the age of 75. See 
Gen. xi. 11 and 17. Thus, you will * Abram 


may 
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may with the greateſt propriety be ſaid, in the firſt 
inſtance, to have left his country, and his kindred, 
by leaving Ur of the Chaldees. But obſerve, now. 
he 1s el. in the ſecond inſtance, to leave his 
FATHER'S HOUSE, and that then God would do ſuch 
and ſuch things for him. See Gen. xii. 2, 3, &c. 
Verſe g, And Abram took Sarai his wife, and 
Lor his brother's ſon, and all their ſubſtance that 
they had GATHERED, and the ſouls that they had 
gotten. in Haran, & c.“ 
Now here firſt obſerve the expreſſion, they took 
with them “ all the ſubſtance that THEY had 
« GATHERED :” not any ſubſtance which would 
have fallen to their ſhares had Terah been dead; 
but ſuch as they themſelves had caTHERED, © and 
« the ſouls that they had gotten in Haran.“ This 
without doubt, muſt allude to Lot's daughters : ſee 
Gen. xix. 8, 12, 14. juſt 24 years after, for we are 
informed that Abram had no child, Let it be 
obſerved, that Abram, his nephew Lot, his father 
Terah, &c. had all left their kindred in Ur of the 
Chaldees, ſome time before this; ſee Gen. xi. 31. 
and had dwelt together ſome years in Haran. 
Therefore, if his fatherTerah had been dead previous 
to Abram's departure, I do not. ſee how it could 
with any propriety be ſaid, that he was called to 
leave his FATHER'S HOUSE ; for in that caſe it muſt 
have been his brother Nanor's Housz that he left, 
and that too before Nahor aap any children, ſee 
Gen. xxii. 20. or Abram would have known it. 
But, to prove that his father Terah was not 
dead when he I Haran, | refer you to Abram's 


own 
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own teſtimony, as recorded by Moſes, Gen. xx. 
13,.and xxiv. 7. Firſt, he ſays, that he was cauſed 
by God to wanDER from his FaTHER's House ; and 
again, he ſays, that it was the Lord God of heaven, 
that Took HiM from his FaTHER'S HOUSE, It is 
well known, that after the death of a father, the 
ſeparation of brethren is a natural conſequence 


but I think it is manifeſtly evident, from the tenor 
of both the above paſſages, that Abram means 
to have himſelf underſtood, that he was required 


to forego the protection of his father Terah, in 
order to put himſelf under Gop's; and this idea 


perfectly correſponds with the words of Chriſt, 


Matt. x. 37. But it by no means appears, from 
either of the above paſſages, or from Gen. xii. 1, 


that his removal was either  0ccas10nzD, or 


PRECEDED by the death of his father; but that, on 
the contrary, he was impelled by God to leave his 
FATHER'S HQUSE, when his father was living. 

If it ſhould be contended, that by the term 
leaving his FaTHER'S HOUSE, Abram meant nothing 
more than leaving his brother Nahor, and the houſe 


which had been his father's when living, I deny it; 


and if you only refer to the charge given by Abraham 
to his ſervant, when he ſent him to take a wife for 


his ſon Iſaac, Gen, xxiv. 4, you will find that * 


directs him to his kindred. 
I proceed now to examine into the merits of hs 


third opinion, on this. ſubject, ſet forth by Mr. 
STACKHOUSE, who ſays, that, Terah only lived 


« to tie age of 145, according to the Samaritan 
<« verſion, and the Samaritan chronicle z which, he 


* ſays 
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« ſays, without doubt do agree with the Hebrew - 
« copy, from which they are tranſlated, And as 
« to its being ſaid, that Terah died in Haran, at 
« the age of 205, muſt proceed from an error crept 
« into the text of Moſes.” 

Nov, if this opinion of Mr, STACKHOUSE were 
well founded, it would ſettle the point under 
diſcuſſion at once, and that in favour of my 
argument. But, I am very much inclined to ſuſpect, 
that this opinion of his, as well as the other two 
juſt quoted and diſcuſſed, is founded in error ; for 
altho* he aſſerts, that the Samaritan verſion and 
chronicle do both agree that Terah lived only to 
the age of 145, yet I find myſelf inclined to give 
a decided preference to the verſion, or tranſlation, 
of the LXX. who alſo, without doubt, muſt have 
| had the Hebrew text to copy from. And I ſhould 
be rather inclined to think, that the Samaritan 
tranſlators, finding a difficulty in ſolving the paſſage 
in queſtion, ſo as to-reconcile it with the other two, 
which ſpeak of Terah's age when he begat Abram, 
and Abram's age when he left Charron, might 
take the liberty of altering the text, Gen. xi. 32, 
which mentions at what age Terah died, Well 
knowing, that the other two particulars above 
alluded to were fo ſtrong as to be incontrovertible ; 
viz. that Terah begat Abram at the age of 70, and 
Abram left Charron at the age of 75 conſequently 
they would be led to conclude, that if Terah was 
dead, prior to Abram's leaving Charron, he cer- 
tainly muſt have died at the age of 1 45. But what 
I am moit of all inclined to think, is, that THEY, 

| the 
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the Samaritans, and Stephen, Acts vii. 4. miſcon- 
ſtrued the meaning of the paſſage, viz. in ſuppoſing, 
or concluding, from the words recorded, Gen. xi. 
32, that Terah was dead prior to Abram' s leaving 
Charron, For my part, I am clearly of opinion, 
that the words po vor imply any ſuch thing, as 
that he Terah was dead at that time, but that he 
certainly WAS NOT. 

The matter clearly ſtrikes me in this light: 
Moſes, being juſt about to enter on a new ſubject, 
thought it proper, (before he took final lo of 
the ſubject he was then upon) to record at what 
age Terah, Abram's father, died: having before 
recorded at what age nis anceſtors had all died: 
and I am well convinced, that this ſentence being 
miſconſtrued, gave birth to Stephen's miſtake ; for, 
I do inſiſt, that there is not the leaſt reaſon what- 
ever to INFER from the words of Moſes, recorded 
Gen. xi. 32, that Terah was at that time dead. 
- Moſes only informs us at what age he did die, 
but by no means intimates that he was then dead. 
And what tends to render this idea ftill more 
probable, is, that Moſes is not recording theſe 
circumſtances, at the time they took place, or juſt 
as they occurred; but ſo much as 585 years after 
the death of Terah actually took place, and ſo much 
as 645 years after the call of Abram, Gen, xii. I to 
4, at the age of 75, at which time his father Tera 
could only be 145, conſequently was not then dead; 
and did not die till 60 years after; as we are 


informed, Gen. xi. 32, that he died at the age of . 


203. Thus far, in confutation - of the three 
C foregoing 


1 
foregoing opinions, ſtated at the outſet of this 
propoſition, 

T ſhall now add a few obſervations of my own, 
with reſpect to the infallibility which our commen- 
tators have thought proper to attach to the words 
of St, Stephen, Acts vii. 4, to the contradiction 
and ſubverſion of thoſe recorded by Moſes, Gen. 
xi. 26, and ſo conclude. 

In the firſt place, I ſhall proceed to ſhew, that 
it is by no means certain that the words which 
Stephen uttered, verſe 4, were taken down exactly 
in the manner which he ſpoke them. For inſtance, 
it is probable he might have expreſſed himſelf 
thus; “ And from thence he removed him, and 
« when his father was dead, came into this land 
% wherein ye now dwell.” However that may be, 
one thing is certain, that if St. Stephen means to 
ſay that Abram, 1MMEDIATELY after his father 
was dead, removed to the Plains of Mamre, that 
is, the Land of Hebron, or Land of Judea, I 
inſiſt he is wrong; for the firſt place he removed 

to is Sichem, ſee Gen. xii. 6. Then he removed 
further, and built an altar between Bethel and Hai, 
ſee xii. 8. and xiii. 4. From thence he removed 
ſouthward and went into Egypt, by reaſon of the 
famine being in the land, ſee xii, 10, He after- 
wards returned to Bethel, ſee xiii. 3. And then we 
read, xiii. 18 that he removed his tent, and came 
and dwelt in the Plains of Mamre, which is in 
Hebron, and built there an altar unto the Lord. 
So that there appears to have no leſs than about 
fix years elapſed before he came to dwell in 71 

Lan 
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Land of Judea, which St. Stephen alludes to; he 
then dwelt there about 18 years; then he removed 
and ſojourned in Gerar, ſee xx. 1. and from thence 
he removed to Beerſheba, where it is ſaid, Gen, 
xxi. 33, 34, he planted a prove, and ſojourned i in 
the Philiſtinesꝰ land many days: ſee Gen. xxii. 19. 

The next matter we are informed of is Sa- 
rah's death, at what age ſhe DIED, and WHERE ſhe | 
oi die, viz. Kirjath-arba, xxiii. 1, 2. Now it is 
not a little extraordinary, that we ſhould be fo 
PARTICULARLY informed of the preciſe age at 
Which Sarah died, ſhe being the only woman whoſe 
age is recorded in the Scriptures; alſo, fo particu- 
larly of the place where ſhe died, viz. the very 
place where the Jews dwelt that Stephen was ad- 
dreſſing himſelf to, And what is moſt extraordi- 
nary of all, is, that this ſhould be exactly 61 years 
after Abram's leaving Charron at the age of 75, at 
which time Sarah was juſt 66, ſee Gen. xvil. 17, 24. 
Conſequently, ſhe dying at the age of 127, (ſee 
xxiii. 1.) this muſt be exactly one year after the 
death of Terah, Abrams father, took place, who 
died at 205. 

Obſerve, at this time, and upon this 9 ion, 
ABRAHAu purchaſed a field and cave of the children 
of Heth; and, we are informed, xXili. 17—19, that 
the ſame is Hebron. And it is not improbable, but 
that this is the very time St. Stephen might allude 
to, viz. when Abraham firſt purchaſed an inherit- 
ance in the Land of Judea, wherein the Jews then 
dwelt, that is, Hebron. And, as I hinted before, 


it is very poſſible (amidſt the noiſe and conſuſion 
C 2 that 
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that muſt have taken place on the occaſion) that 
the perſon who took down the words which St. 
Stephen uttered, might make ſome ſmall alteration 
for, as I have obſerved already, it is poſſihle St. 
Stephen might have expreſſed himſelf thus, Acts 
vii. 4, And from thence he removed, and, when 
his father was dead, came into Tas land wherein 
ye now dwell.“ 

I have not mentioned the foregoing obſerva- 
tions, ſo much for the purpoſe of proving my 
propoſition, as with a view to make every candid 
and poſſible allowance in favour of the e 
of St. Stephen. 

With reſpect to the infallibility which our com- 
mentators have thought proper to attach to the 
words of St. Stephen, Acts vii. 4, I beg leave to 
obſerve, that others of the apoſtles were alſo capa- 
ble of erring, although poſſeſſed of equal abilities, 
and endowed with the Holy Ghoſt, as well as St. 
Stephen. I refer you to Gal. ii. 11, where it is 
ſaid, that Paul withſtood Peter to the face; and that 
for this reaſon, becauſe he, Peter, was to be 

blamed; ſetting forth in the 12th verſe why. And 
again, in the 13th, he further ſays, inſomuch 
„that Barnabas alſo was carried away with their 
« diflimulation,” And the error here in queſtion 
is, reſpecting a doctrinal point, of the utmoſt im- 
portance, ſee verſe 14 to the end. And that this 
is not the only inſtance of the fallibility of the 
apoſtles, I refer you to Acts xiii, 18—22, where 
the apoſtle Paul has been guilty of a ſimilar error 
to that which I lay to the charge of St, Stephen, if 

| | he 
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he meant to be underſtood that Terah was dead 
prior to Abram's leaving Charron at the age of 
75: for, according to the account St. Paul there gives 
us, the period of time, between the Children of 
Iſrael leaving Egypt, and the laying the foundation 
of the temple, would be at leaſt 567 years, reckon- 
Ing only 33 years for David's reign over all 
Iſrael ; fee 2 Sam. v. 5, and 1 Kings ii. 11. And 
if you take into the account the time that Samuel 
the prophet judged Iſrael, ſee Acts xiii. 20, it 
would be, according to the time allowed by our 
chronologiſts, juſt 31 years more, which would 
make the whole time 598 years: whereas the 
time recorded by Solomon and all Iſrael, 1 Kings 
vi. 1, is only 480 years, So that 4t is clear that 
Paul has erred in his calculation, at leaſt 87, if not 
118 years, 

What I would infer from. the foregoing * 
ences, is, that if Peter and Barnabas were capable 
of erring, even in a doctrinal point; ſurely it can- 
not be deemed impoſſible but that Stephen alſo might 
miſconſtrue the paſſage, Gen. xi. 32, owing to not 
having ſuthciently compared what is recorded, Gen. 
xi. 26, with xii. 4. And that Paul alſo has been 
guilty of a ſimilar remiſſneſs, either of not having 
| ſeen and noticed the words recorded on fo pub- 
lick an occaſion, as that of the laying the founda- 
tion of the temple, 1 Kings vi. 1, or elſe of not 
comparing that record with the different accounts 
laid down in Joſhua, Judges, Samuel, &c. from 
whence it ſeems moſt probable St. Paul 2 


his information or computation. 
3 If, 
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If, notwithſtanding, i it ſhould ſtill be inſiſted on, 
that. the records of Stephen and Paul are, and 
muſt be deemed infallible, although contradictory 
to the teſtimony of Moſes, in the one inſtance, 
and Solomon and all Iſrael in the other; yet I 
muſt till inſiſt, that gorꝝ the records of St. Paul 
and St. Stephen, are in themſelves inconcluſive, and 
inſufficient to anſwer the end which our commen- 
tators would require from them. For inſtance, 
St. Paul does not take upon him to aſcertain the 
exact period of time, but only ſays, aBouT the 
ſpace of ſuch a time, ſee verſe 20, thereby impli- 
citly acknowledging that he found himſelf at a loſs 
to point out the exact time. A proof this, that he 
either had not ſeen, or had not noticed the words 
recorded 1 Kings vi. 1. Nor are the words of 
St, Stephen more concluſive; for, admitting that 
Stephen means to ſay, that Terah was dead prior 
to Abram's leaving Charron at the age of 75, yet 
he by no means informs us how 15g he had been 
dead before; ONE YEAR, TWO YEARS, TEN YEARS, 
or TWENTY YEARS; which omiſſion will effectually 
break a maſter link in, and ſo deſtroy, the whole 
chain of the icripture chronology, For if Abram 
was not born at the time which Moſes ſays he was, 
viz. when Terah was 70; we are left utterly at a 
loſs to know the preciſe time when he, Abram, 
was born: it being equally as probable that he 
might be born when Terah was 140 or 150, as 
when he was 130, | 

From all the foregoing obſervations and con- 
fiderations, I think there. cannot remain a particle 


of 
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of doubt but that Moſes, Gen. xi, 26, means to 
inform us particularly at what age of Terah 
Abram was born; he being deſigned and ſet apart 
by the Almighty as the father of the faithful, alſo 
the father of Iſaac and Jacob, that is, ISRAEL, 
from whom God's peculiar people the Jews are 
deſcended. His being mentioned firſt, although 
youngeſt, is by way of preeminence ; as in the caſe 
of Shem, on account of his being a progenitor of 
Chriſt, as man. Abram therefore being ordained 
of God for ſo illuſtrious a character, it would have 
been an extreme remiſſneſs indeed in Moſes, had 
he not informed us at what time he was born. 
And, as obſerved before, if he, Abram, was not 
born when Terah was 70, we are totally at a loſs to 
aſcertain when or at what time he was born, 

Now after what has been advanced, [ appeal to 
any perſon of penetration and candour, if it is not 
very poſſible, and that too without the leaſt im- 

achment of St. Stephen's character as an apoſtle, 
that he might miſconſtrue the paſſage under diſ- 
cuſſion, Nor indeed do I ſee why Stephen was not 
equally as liable to err with reſpe& to the point in 
queſtion, as any other learned divine or infpired 
chriſtian; for St. Paul himſelf acxnowLepoes 
that he only knew in part, and propheſied in part, 
ſee 1 Cor. xiii. 9, 12. The dilemma therefore 
ſtands preciſely thus; either Stephen or Moſes 
muſt certainly be wrong; and if Moſes, the error 
would be unpardonable in him: whereas St. 
Stephen might eaſily be miſtaken in the matter in 
queſtion, without any reflection on his veracity, 
Cc 4 or 
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or qualification as an apoſtle. For, I beg it may be 
obſerved, he is not here biscuss iv a CHRONO- 
LOGICAL point; what he had in view was, to point 
out to the Jews the manifold mercies, and repeated 
inſtances of God's goodneſs to them as a people; 
and on the other hand, their rebellious conduct 
towards him, in return for all theſe his favours; 
the whole ultimately tending to ſet forth and con- 
vince them of this one ſingle point, viz, that they 
were no better than their forefathers, but, on the 
contrary, WORSE, for that they were the murderers 
of the Meſſiah, as the 33 iſt and 52d verſes ſuffici- 
_ ently teſtify; ſo that the preſent point under 
diſcuſſion, viz. whether Terah, Abram's father, 
was, or was not dead, before Abram was called to 
leave Charron, is not at all eſſential to the ſubject 
which St. Stephen had in hand. 

The matter in queſtion, therefore, is ſimply . 
this, viz. whether Abram was born in the 7oth 
year of Terah's age, or not. Now we are expreſs- 

ly informed by Moſes, Gen, xi, 26, - that when 
Terah was 70 years old he had begotten TAHREI ſons, 
one of whom we are expreſsly told was ABRAU; 
who, although mentioned firſt, is on all hands 
allowed to be the youngeſt, as in the caſe of Shem, 
Gen. x. 2, 6, 21. And it has been already proved, 
that as it is a matter totally immaterial when either 
Ham or Japheth were begotten ; ſo, for the ſame 
reaſon, it is totally immaterial to the ſubject Moſes 
had in hand, (viz, recording a divine chronology 
received from God) to inform us at what time 
either Nahor or Haran were born, This being 
| a preciſely 
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preciſely the caſe, can any thing be plainer, than 
that Abram was born in the 7oth year of his 
father's age? alſo that Abram was no more than 
75 years old when he left Charron, at which time 
his father Terah could be only 145; conſequently- 
could not then be dead, as we are informed that he 
died at the age of 205. If there needs' further 
proof of this, Moſes takes care to furniſh it, for he 
poſitively informs us, in no leſs than three places, 
that Abram was required by God to leave his 
FATHER'S HOUSE z Which J inſiſt would be an in- 
correct expreſſion had his father been dead; as it 
would then have been his brother Nahor's houſe, 
to all intents and purpoſes. The fact therefore is 
ſimply this; Abram left his father 'Tzran and 
brother NAnOR behind in Haran, where Terah 
dwelt and died 60 years after wards, and where 
Nahor continued to dwell, ſee Gen. xxiv. 10, 13, 
and xxix. 4, 5. Now, as before obſerved, for 
Moſes to be ſuppoſed capable of erring in ſo many 
inſtances, would undermine the whole authority of 
all his five Books, as well as the divine authen- 
ticity of the Bible chronology. The records of 
Moſes in five inſtances are plain and poſitive; thoſe 
of Stephen, negative, contradictory, and incon- 
cluſive ; and I never yet underſtood that a negative 
expreſſion was ever allowed to invalidate or ſet 
aſide a poſitive aſſertion, where each of the perſons 
are entitled to an equal degree of eredit. And let 
it be obſerved, Stephen was by no means a com- 
mentator or chronologiſt; Moſes was ſpecially 
ordained and appointed as ſuch; and in order 

to 
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to qualify him for that purpoſe, God even deigned 
to ſpeak with him face to face, as a man ſpeaketh 
unto his friend, ſee Exod, xxxiii. 11. Deut. xxxiv. 
10. Numb. xii. 8, an idea infinitely too grand to 
admit a doubt of his veracity. See Numb. xii. 8. 

J thall add no more to prove a thing which has 
never been diſproved, neither, I inſiſt, can be; and 
an attempt to do it, would be doing the greateſt 
violence to the ſcripture, as the Bible chronology 
now ſtands completely correct to the birth of Chriſt, 
as J ſhall prove in the courſe of this work in its 
proper place; but if this one link be broken, the 
whole will be thrown into confuſion. | | 

Thus having, I truſt, proved that Abram was 
born in the yoth year of his father's age, and he 
left Charron at the age of 75, it follows, that our 
chronologiſts have over-reckoned that interval or 
ro” of time, juſt 60 years. 


P RO PO- 


PROPOSITION TI. 


That our Commentators have put à premature and wrong 
Conſtruction upon the words of St Paul, Gal. iii. 17, viz. 
4% That the covenant, that was confirmed before of God in 
“ Chriſt, the law, which was 430 years after, cannot dif. 
* And, that it ſhou!d make the promiſe of no effect.“ | 


,—— 


IN the courſe of the Elles dif. 
quiſition, it is propoſed to clear up theſe five 
diſtin& points, relative to the above paſſage. 

Firſt, That the firſt promiſe made to Abram, 
Gen. xii. 7, does not come under the deſcription 
of the promiſe or covenant above alluded to, 

Secondly, That the covenant of circumciſion, 
the promiſe of Iſaac, the birth of Iſaac, &c. are 
only to be conſidered as ſo many promiſes, or 
earneſts of the promiſe, made to Abraham im- 
mediately after he had offered up Iſaac. 

Thirdly, That altho* it was then made to 
Abraham in its fulleſt. extent and ſpirituality, with 
reference to Chriſt, his ſpiritual ſeed, yet it was 
manifeſtly made in favour or Iſaac; with whom. it 
was allo eſtabliſhed. 

Fourthly, That although it was made in favour 
or, and eſtabliſhed wirn Ifaac, yet it was neverthe- 
leſs confirmed and ratified in Jacob. 

Fifthly, That St, Paul, without any kind of 
doubt, means to include the whole of the promiſes 


to — Iſaac, and Jacob, but more eſpecially 
the 
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the laſt promiſe made to Jacob, that is, Iſrael, the 
very night before he entered Egypt. 

Now with reſpect to this F1RsT promiſe, ſo much 
inſiſted on, | think it may ſafely be inferred, that it 
was no more, at moſt, than a promiſe of that pro. 
miſe he afterwards received or obtained; for it is 
ſaid, Gen, xii. 1—3, © Now the Lord nap faid 
„ unto Abram, get thee out of thy country, and 
% from thy kindred, and from thy father's houſe, 
© nnto a land that I will ſhew thee. And I will 
* make of thee a great nation, and I will bleſs thee, 
„ and make thy name great; and thou ſhalt be a 
&« bleſſing. And 1 will bleſs them that bleſs thee, 
e and cuiſe him that curſeth thee, and in thee ſhall 
« all the families of the earth be bleſſed.” 

© Now the Lord Hap ſaid unto Abram,” moſt 
probably intimated it to him in a dream, or viſion, 
SOME TIME (at leaſt) before this; as we are in- . 
formed, verſe 7, That the Lord ApPEARED unto 
him, Apram, © and faid, Unto thy ſeed will I give 
e this land: and there builded he an altar unto the 
„Lord, who APPEARED unto him.” Now I think 
it ſeems pretty clear, that this is the Fix time 
which the Lord appeared unto him, as will be 
evidently ſeen from the 3d and 4th verſes of the 
xiii. chapter, at which time, let it be obſerved, he 
only promiſed him that hereafter he would give his 
ſeed the land;—and afterwards, Gen, xv. 5, he 
promiſed him that his s8xzp ſhould be as the ſtars 
of heaven, „and he believed the Lord; and it was 
« counted unto him for righteouſneſs. And he 
« ſaid unto him, I am the Lord, that brought 

e thee 


129 ] 


& thee out of Ur of the Chaldees, to give thee this 
& land, to inherit it,” Here it is again obſervable, 
that this promiſe goes no farther than reſpecting 
the gift of the land; and that Abram underſtood it 
ſo, is evident from the reply he makes in the 8th 
verſe, ſaying, * Lord God, whereby ſhall I know 
that I ſhall inherit it?“ &c. as alſo from v. 2, 3. 
Obſerve further, that altho' it is ſaid, verſe 7, 
that God brought him out of Ur of the Chaldees, 
to give him that land, yet he does not ſay at all, to 
thee po I give this land, but only promiſes, that 
ſome time, in future, he would give it to his $220, 
as is expreſſed, Gen. xiii. 15. It is true, it is ſaid 
in the 17th verſe, * Ariſe, walk thro? the land, in 
the length of it, and in the breadth of it; for I will 
give it unto thee,” But even THIS PROMISE, again, 
our commentators themſelves allow implies nomore, 
than that he gave it to Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, 
in full aioHr, and to THEIR SEED in actual poſſeſſion, 
See note upon Gen. xxvi. 3. which alſo agrees with 
the aſſertion of St. Stephen, Acts vii. 5, 6, and 
with which I alſo agree, with only this material dif- 
ference, or diſtinction, viz. that although he pro- 
miſed to give it to the ſeed of Abram, and to the 
ſeed of Iſaac, yet it was to the sEED of Jacos, in 
particular, that he gave it, in actual poſſeſſion. See 
Joſhua xxiv. 4, 11, 13, compared with iii. 7, 8, 9. 
And furthermore, obſerve, that all the foregoing 
promiſes only refer to, or ſpeak of, the giving of 
the land of Canaan to Abram's temporal ſeed, which 
temporal ſeed is Jacob, that is, Iſrael. | 
The covenant ſpoken of by St, Paul, Gal. iti, 


17, is 
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17; is not as yet entered into with Abram, nor does 
it take place, for as much as 30 years, at leaſt, after 
this firſt promiſe to Abram, Gen. xii. 2 and 3, fo 
much dwelt upon, which totally deſtroys a maſter 
link in the chain of our commentators computation 
of the 430 years mentioned by St, Paul, reſpecting 
& the covenant, that was CONFIRMED before of God 
in, or with reſpe& to) Chriſt ; the law, which was 
430 years after, cannot diſannul.” Therefore it will 
inevitably follow, that if they are capable of erring 
as much as 50 years, it is equally poſſible they may 
err 500 years. 

But it will probably be urged, That it is ſaid, 
to Abram, Gen. xii. 3, ** in THEE ſhall all ram1- 
ks of the earth be bleſſed.” And again, xvii, 
18, latter part, “e And all nations of the. earth ſhall 
be bleſſed in him.” Now I cannot ſee how either 
of theſe paſſages comprehends or contains any 
alluſion or ſpiritual reference to Chriſt, being both 
entirely confined to Abraham : unleſs it be inferred 
from the above paſſages, that Abram himſelf was 
that Chriſt which St, Paul refers to, An idea that 
no perſon will preſume to eſpouſe, much leſs attempt 
to ſupport; for, if it be taken in that ſenſe, all the 
{ſubſequent promiſes to Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, 
are not only quite ſuperfluous, but totally unintel- 
ligible. For obſerve, that to Jacob, Gen, xxviii, 14, 
it is ſaid, that in ris sEED ſhould all the families 
« of the earth he bleſſed,” Now if they were 
bleſſed before in Abram, in the moſt extenſive and 
ſpiritual ſenſe, what further occaſion would there be 
for God's promiſing again to Jacob, © that in mim, 
« and 
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« 1N HIS SEED, they ſhould be bleſſed.” My 
opinion is, that the expreſſion contained in the 
paſſages, implies no more, than that all families 
ſhould be bleſſed in Abram, So far as to have the 
benefit of his good example to imitate or copy after, 
he was in his life time a bleſſing to his friends and 
fervants, who were inſtructed by him; and alſo to 
his poſterity, who were in a temporal ſenſe bleſſed 
for his ſake, Sce Gen, xvii. 20. and xxi, 13. In fine, 
he was made a bleſſing in his day to all perſons with 
whom he was connected. He was both a pattern 
and inſtrument of bleſſing to all around him, in this 
ſenſe of the expreſſion. It is generally underſtood, 
that the blefling derived by the poſterity of Abram, 
was far more than the advantage inn from his 
precept and example. 

come now to conſider ſecondly, That the 
covenant. of circumciſion, the promiſe of Iſaac, birth 
of Iſaac, &c. are only to be conſidered as ſo many 
_ promiſes, or EARNESTS, of the ſpiritual promiſe of 
Chriſt, which God made to Abraham immediately 
after he had offered up Iſaac. 

Mr. T. Prieſtley obſerves in his Bible, in a note 
upon Gen, xv. 13, that there was 430 years between 
the firſt promiſe, or, between the renewing and 
confirming of the promiſe by the gift of Iſaac, and 
Iſrael's going out of Egypt, the giving of the law, 
&c. alluded to by St. Paul. It is clear Mr. T. P. 
heſitates, which of theſe two periods to give the pre- 
ference to, being, as it ſhould ſeem to me, conſcious 
that all was not right; and, as he doubted, he 
would have done wiſely to have been certain that 

both 
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both were not wrong, which I apprehend they 
are. The firſt, I truſt, has been proved ſo gre” +. 
and the laſt, I truſt, will be, 

For, if the words of St. Paul, Gal. iii. 17, may 
be ſuppoſed to have reference to any one covenant 
more than another; previous to ,the oath of the 
Almighty to Abraham immediately after he had 
offered up his ſon Iſaac as a type of Chriſt; | cer. 
tainly, the covenant of circumcifion entered into by 
God with Abram, Gen. xvii. 5, when he changed 
his name from Abram to ABRAHAM, ſee Gal. iii. 
19, would claim a deciſive preference. But till, 
obſerve, God ſays, the act of circumcifion ſhould 
only be a TOKEN of the covenant betwixt him and 
Abraham. But it was the promiſe of CarisT, his 
ſpiritual ſeed, that was held out to Abraham, and 

underſtood BY HIM to be the only coVvENANr, or 
means, whereby either he, or his faithful poſterity, 
could obtain ſalvation. And at the time he ordained 
the inſtitution of circumciſion, as a rok EN of that 
covenant, ſee Gen. xvii. 11. and Acts vii, 8, God 
alſo changed his wife's name from Sarat to Sarah, 
v. 15, and ſaid, “ Sarah, thy wife, ſhall bear thee a ſon 
' INDEED, and thou ſhalt call his name Iſaac, And 
III I eſtabliſh my covenant with him for an ever- 
laſting covenant, and with His sEED after him,” 
v. 19, and again v. 21 : But my covenant will I 
eſtabliſh with Iſaac, whom Sarah ſhall bear unto thee 
at this ſet time in the next year.” Here let it be 
| obſerved, that the covenant ſpoken of to be made 
with Abraham, be it which it may, is made ſo as 


to be transferable from Abraham, and his ſeed in 
general, 


So 


general, to IsAAC in particular. And this idea is. 
further illuſtrated by Iſaac's obedience in ſubmitting 
himſelf to be offered up by his father, as a type of- 
Chriſt, who was alſo obedient to his father, ans 
died for the fins of the world, | 

But the principal point under Aiſcuſſion, and 
what I ſet out with to prove, 1s, at what time the firſt 
ſpiritual promiſe, which had reference to Chriſt the 
ſpiritual ſeed, was made. And that, I take it, was 
immediately after Iſaac had been offered up intenti- 
onally by his father. But Abraham being called 
to by the angel of the Lord to deſiſt from his pur- 
poſe, and finding a ram there provided by God, 
he offered that up as a burnt offering inſtead of his 
ſon, And what renders it more remarkable is, 
that this circumſtance took place preciſely at exactly 
the half of the period from the creation of the world, 
to the crucifixion' of Chrift, upon that ſelf-ſame _ 
mount Moria : as will be hereafter clearly proved 
in the courſe of this work. 

Therefore, as I ſaid before, I conſider the firſt 
promiſe to Abram, Gen, xii. 3, and all the ſubſe- 
quent promiſes, as alſo the covenant of circumcifion, 
in no other light, than as anticipations, or earneſts, 
of the above promiſe made to him, Gen. xxii. 18. 
If there were any thing further neceſſary to clear up 
this point, the very words of St. Paul himſelf, Gal, 
ti. 18, are abundantly deciſive. The words are, 


“God gave it to ABRaHam by promiſe, not to 


ABRAM by promiſe ; his name at WELLES SE the 


firſt promiſe alluded to. 


Thirdly, Altho' the 1 in its fulleſt extent 
and 


} 
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and ſpirituality, with reference to Chriſt the ſpiritual 
ſeed, was IRST mide to ABRAHAu, Gen. xxii 18, 
yet it was manifeſtly THEN made in FAVOUR or 
ISAAC, with whom it was alfo eſtabliſhed, xxvi. 4, 
in favour of his ſeed. But obſerve, it was con- 
firmed and ratified ix Jacob, that is, Iſrael, and 
IN his ſeed, the twelve patriarchs in common, 

It is ſaid, Gal. iii. 18, that God gave the in- 
heritance to ABRAHAM by promiſe, that is, the 
ſpiritual inheritance, as well as the temporal. And 
as the promiſe of the temporal inheritance was 
given conditionally, ſo as to be transferrable, of 
courſe the promiſe of the ſpiritual inheritance was 
made transferrable alſo; therefore God eſtabliſhed 
it wirn Isa Ac by promiſe, in favour of his ſeed, 
Gen. xxvi. 4, and that in the fulleſt, moſt extenſive, 
and ſpiritual ſenſe. And laſtly, and finally, he gave 


it to Jaco ALs0 by promiſe, Gen. xxvili. 14, and 


even confirmed it id him, ix fee as it were, (ſee 
Micah vii. 20, Luke i. 68, 72,) ſaying, * In thee, 
and ix thy feed, ſhall all the families of the earth 
be bleſled;” from whom it was never after trans- 
ferred to any one of his children in particular, but 
remained an inheritance in common to all his ſeed, 
indiſcriminately, and in general, ſee Acts vii. 12, 
15. Obſerve particularly, it is not ſo ſaid to Abra- 
ham nor Iſaac, meaning thereby that it was made 
to concentre IN him, Jacos, in FEE, from whom it 
ſhould no longer be transferrable to any particular 
perſon, till Chriſt his ſpiritual ſeed came; alſo in 
his temporal ſeed indiſcriminately for a joint poſſeſ- 
ſion, not in favour of one to the rejection of another, 

| as 
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as in the caſe of Eſau, c. Allo it was from nis, 
Jacob's, sEERD, in a ſpiritual ſenſe, agreeable to 
God's promiſe To Hiu, that Chriſt came, in con- 
tradiſtinction to Es au, although his elder brother, 
and a twin brother too; and conſequently, as much 
the ſeed of Iſaac as Jacob was, as St. Paul quotes, 
Rom. ix. 13, ſaying, as it is written, Mal. i. 2, 3, 
« Tacos have I loved, but Esavu have I hated,” 
And moreover, as it was the particular ſeed of 
Jacob, in a temporal ſenſe, which firſt actually took 
poſſeſſion of the earthly Canaan, ſo it was the par- 
ticular ſeed of Jacob, according to the fleſh, that 
firſt took poſſeſſion of the heayenly Sante, or 
ſpiritual inheritance. 

Obſerve, the words 1N THEE are uſed to = | 
to imply, that in him and his temporal ſeed, ſhould 
all families of the earth be bleſſed in a temporal 
ſenſe, in contradiſtinction to Eſau and his poſterity; 
and, in his sz8D, that is, Chriſt, in a ſpiritual 
ſenſe, ſhould all the families of the earth be bleſſed ; 
that is, all be ſaved through his vicarious atone- 
ment. 

Obſerve further, the Aae IN THEE, are nat 
uſed in either of the promiſes made to Abraham or 
Iſaac, except the firſt promiſe, or intimation to 
Abram, of the promiſes which followed, Gen. xii. 
3, in thee ſhall all families of the earth be 
bleſſed; that is, in the ſame ſenſe as in Jacob 
and his poſterity, ſhould, all families of the earth 
be bleſſed in a temporal, ſenſe. But it is further 
ſaid to Jacob, that in his'SEED ſpiritual, which is 


Chriſt, in a ſpiritual ſenſe, ſhould all families of the 
92 ü earth. 
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earth be bleſſed. It is faid; Gal. Hi. 16, “ to 
Abraham and his ſeed wete the PROHH2SESs made; 
and again, verſe 21, „is the law then againſt the 
PROMISES ?” Here he not only alludes to its being 
More than onee made, but to more than one per- 
fon. And in order to ſhew that this is not à forced 
or falſe conſtruction, I refer you to no leſs a proof 
than the words of God himſelf to Moſes, ſee Deut. 
Xxxiv; 4z This is the land which I fare unto 
Abtaham, unto Iſaac, and unto Jacob, ſaying, I 
will give it unto thy ſeed,” that is, the ſeed of 
Jacob. See alſo Exod. vi. 3, 5, 8. iii. 6, 15. 
iv. 5; alſo Matt. xii. 32, and Acts vii. 32. and 
Elſewhere. 
That Jacob himſelf underſtood the matter in 
_ queſtion in the ſame light as I repreſent it, ſee Gen. 
xlviii. 3, 4, 5, 16. And that God was in a fpecial 
manner the God of Iſrael, fee Gen, xxxiii. 20, 
That the covenant concentered in a ſpecial manner 
in Jacob, ſee Pſalm ev. 6, 9, 10, 11, 23 to 23. A 
proof alſo, that the Children of Iſrael, and they 
alone, were the perſons who went down into Egypt, 

and that Eſau and his poſterity were otherwiſe 
provided for in Mount Seir, ſee Deut. ii. 5, 12, 
That Jacob relied upon the laſt promiſe at Beer- 
ſheba, ſee Gen. xlvili. 21; and that Joſeph perfectly 
underſtood the ſame, ſee Gen. J. 24, 25. 

There can be little doubt but that Paul, Gal. 
ni. 18, alludes primarily to the firſt ſpiritual pro- 
miſe made to Abraham; Gen. xxii. 18; but the 
pony matter in queſtion is, whether or not he 

not include the 9 promiſes made to 


Iſaac, 


/ 
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Iſaac, and Jacob alſo; for, 4 his firſt pivi 
as romiſe of the inheritance in right to Abraham, 
avour of his ſeed, does not preclude his having 
7 retaining the right or privilege of renewing the 
promiſe of that gift to Iſaac, in favour of his ſed: 
which identical promiſe, in its fulleſt extent and 
ſpirituality, was laſtly and finally confirmed ix 
acob, Gen. xxvui. 14, in favour of his ſeed i in 
general which word confirmed is uſed by St. 
Paul, Gal. iii. 17. Therefore, the ſame covenant 
or promiſe, which St. Paul quotes as applicable to 
Chriſt in a ſpiritual ſenſe, may, with the ſtricteſt 
Propriety, be applied to Jacob, that is, Iſrael, in 
a literal or temporal ſenſe, to the utter excluſion of 
all the other branches of the families of Abraham, 
or even Iſaac, from whom it was transferred by 
God himſelf in a ſpecial manner, to one of his two 
ſons, who were twins, and to the youngeſt of them, 
whom God himſelf confirmed in his right, by 
changing his name from Jacob, or ſupplanter, to 
Iſrael, Gen. xxxii. 28, ſaying, © for as a prince haſt 
thou power with God and with men, ſee Gen. 
Xxvii, 36, and haſt prevailed,” ſee Gen. xlix. 26, 
Therefore it follows, that Iſrael, and he alone, was 
the particular ſeed, in a temporal ſenſe, alluded to 
by the Almighty in his firſt promiſe to Abram, 
Gen. xii, 7. and alſo in all the ſubſequent promiſes 3 
and that he and his- children were the very ſeed 
referred to by the Almighty, Gen, xv. 13. Who 
ſhould be a ſtranger in a land that is not theirs, 
and ſhould-ſerve them, and be afflicted 400 years, 


But left i it ſhould. yet be objected, that in the 
D 3 laſt 
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laſt Sromiſe 3 to Iſrael che night before he 
entered Egypt, there is no immediate reference 
made to Chriſt his ſpiritual ſeed; I beg leave to 
obſerve, that although it is not expreſsly mentioned, 

yet it may nevertheleſs be alluded to or meant, 
inſomuch, that if Jacob entertained any fear or 
doubt, or was in any meaſure apprehenſive of God's 

not fulfilling his promiſe reſpecting the giving of 
the Land of Canaan to his temporal ſeed, which it 
is eyidently clear that he did, from the words uſed 
by the Almighty, ſaying, © Fear not, &c.“ I ſay, 
in that caſe, he would alſo naturally doubt, whether 
he would make good his promiſe with regard to 
his ſpiritual ſeed, viz. Chriſt, And this is the 
more probable, as it is too often the caſe, even 
with the beſt of men, that they are more ſolicitous | 

about their own or their children's temporal wel- 

fare, than they are of their ſpiritual benefit. But 
let it be obſerved, that God, by aſſuring him in 
the moſt expreſs and ſatisfactory manner, of his 
mindfulneſs to make good his promiſe in favour 
'of his temporal ſeed, without the leaſt doubt, fully 
ſatisfiec him, that he would alſo make good his 
promiſe reſpectirg his ſpiritual ſeed ; indeed, by 
convincing him of the one, the other he would of 
"courſe believe: and I think. there cannot be the 
leaſt doubt entertained, but that Jacob underſtood 
the meaning of the promiſe made to him, Gen. xxviii. 
14, in its fulleſt extent and ſpirituality, viz, “ In 
' THEE, AND IN THY SEED, SHALL ALL THE FAMI- 
Tres OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED :” as much fo as 
what Abraham did, Gen. xx11. 18, or Iſaac, xxvi. 4. 


And 
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And that the promiſe in its fulleſt extent, ſpiritual 
as well as temporal, was laſtly and finally made to 
concentre- in him, Jacob. And let it be particu- 
larly remarked, that the promiſe was made to the 
three, ſee Numb. xxxii. 11, and Levit. xxvi. 423 
and that God did not make this promiſe, in its 
fulleſt extent and ſpirituality, more than once to 
each or either of them, 0 

In ſhort, from what has died Ad it ap- 
pears quite a clear point, that the covenant alluded 
to by St. Paul, Gal. iii. 17. is the ſame that was 
firſt promiſed to, or made with Abraham, renewed 
and eſtabliſhed with Iſaac, and was laſtly confirmed 
and ratified in Jacob, Nay, further, I inſiſt, that 
the promiſes afterwards made to Jacob, Gen. xxxii, 
28, and xxxv. 9—13, (when God changed his 
name from Jacob, or ſupplanter, to Iſrael, that is, 
prevailer with God, ſee Hoſea xii. 3, 43) are as 
much included in the covenant mentioned by St, 
Paul, Gal. iii. 15—17, as any of the promiſes ; nay, 
even the laſt promiſe made to Jacob at Beer-ſheba, 
Gen. xlvi, 3, 4, the very night before he entered 
Egypt with his children, is equally as much referred 
to and included within the meaning of St, Paul, 
as any one of the promiſes made to Abraham, 
Ifaac, or Jacob, inſomuch that it was a promiſe, 
conſequently, one of thoſe ſpoken of by St. Paul, 
Gal, jii, 16, 21; and being the LasT, may with 
propriety be ſaid to be a CONFIRMATION of ALL 
the promiſes z and, as before obſerved, this was the 
very night before he entered Egypt with his 
children, where they ſojourned 430 years, ſee 
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Exod. xii. 40. And with this aſſertion will the 
words of St. Paul, Gal. iti. 17, perfectly agree, 
viz. that the Law was not given until 430 years 
after this laſt promiſe to Jacob the night before he 
entered Egypt ; or, in other words, that there was 
430 years clear between the confirming of the 
promiſes and the giving of the law, Which brings 
me now to the third Propoſition, viz. That our 
commentators have been guilty 'of an error in their 
computation, reſpecting the ſtay of the Children of 
Iſrael in Egypt, of no leſs than 215 years, 


 PRO- 


PROPOSITION IL 


That there exiſts an error in the Computation of our received 
Chronology, of no lefs a magnitude than 215 years, under- 
| reckoned, reſpecting the time allowed by our Chronologiſts, 

for the Stay of the Children of Iſrael in Egypt, : 


3 


TIE firſt paſſage that occurs, taking 
them in rotation, neceſſary to be diſcuſſed, relative 
to the above ſubject, we find in Gen. xv. 13—16, 
where the Almighty informs Abram as follows: 
« Know of a ſurety that thy ſeed ſhall be a ſtranger 
4c jn a land that is not TAEIR's, and ſhall sERVR 
« them; and they ſhall afflict them four hundred 
« years.” Mr. T. Prieſtley, in a note upon this 
paſſage, aſſerts poſitively, that this account, or 
period of time, is to begin to be reckoned from the 
birth of Iſaac; but with what propriety I leave the 
reader to judge, after attending to the following 
remarks. 

And firſt I beg it may be obſerved, that Iſaae 
was not a ſtranger in a land that was not his; unleſs 
it be inferred that he was a ſtranger in the land of 
his nativity, that is, the land of Canaan, in which 
he dwelt all his life time, except about eight years 
that he dwelt in Gerar, in the land of the Philiſtines, 
This being the caſe, 1 do not ſee how xz can with 
any propriety. be faid to be a ſtranger in a land that 
was not his; as the land of Canaan was given in 
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right both to his father and to him, and is moſt 
certainly the very land alluded to, or ſpoken of, 
in contradiſtinction to the land in which it is ſaid, 
that they, the ſeed of Abram, ſhould be a ſtranger, 
and ſhould be afflicted 400 years. Obſerve the 
words THEIR'S and THEM, both in the plural number. 
Iſaac was but one, conſequently ſingular; and he 
lived as much as 60 years before he had any child; 
and after he had children he ſtill continued to dwell 
in his own native land, and rightful inheritance, 
till his death; and his ſon Jacob after him, till the 
age of zo, except 20 years which he ſerved Laban 
the Syrian, fourteen for his two wives, and fix for 
cattle. See Gen. xxxi. 40, 41. Thus far, neither 
Ifaac nor Jacob can be ſaid to have been ſtrangers 
in a land that is not their's, be. afflicted, &c. 
_ Obſerve further, verſe 14, That it was to be 
a nation which they were to ſerve, and that for a 
continuance of 400 years of time. Jacob only ſerved 
a ſingle individual, viz, his uncle Laban, and that 
only 20 years for ſtated wages, not 400 years; and 
Ifaac, as was before obſerved, never ſerved any 
perſon at all. And obſerve ſtil] further, verſe 15, 
That ſo far from this time of 400 years ſervitude, 
commencing with the. birth of Iſaac, it is manifeſtly 
evident that it was not to commence till after 
Abram's death, The words are, ** Thou ſhalt go 
* to thy fathers in PEACE ; thou ſhalt be buried in 
« good old age:” intimating clearly thereby, that 
none of theſe afflicting circumſtances ſhould take 
place during his life time, altho* the Almighty 
gragioudy deigned to inform him that he ſhould 
live 
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live to a good old age; and he did live as much as 
90 years after this time. But we are informed 
Gen. xlvi. 5—$, who the ſeed of Abram were, that 
the Almighty informed him ſhould be à ſtranger in 
a land that is not their's, that is, Egypt, ſhould 
ſerve them, and be afflicted of them 400 years; 
viz. the children of IsRAEL, who came into Egypt 
by reaſon of the famine, and were permitted by 
Pharaoh, at the requeſt of Jofeph, to dwell in the 
land of Goſhen : ſee Gen. xIvii. 27, 28: and there 
can be no doubt whatever, but that theſe are the 
very perſons alluded to, and ſpoken of, by Moſes, 
Exod. xii, 40, who ſojourned in Egypt, they, and 
their poſterity, 430 years. ; 
If there needed further proof of this, the teſti. 
mony of St. Stephen, Acts vii. 6—16, would 
eſtabliſh the point, viz. That the ſeed of Abram 
who were to be ſtrangers in a land that is not their's, 
were the children of 1ſrael and their poſterity, If 
further proof be yet required, the words of the 
'Almighty to Jacob, Gen. xlvi. 3, 4, the very night 
before he entered Egypt, would'furniſh that proof. 
The words are, © Fear not to go down into Egypt; 
for J will there make of thee a great nation: I will 
go down with thee into Egypt; and T will alſo 
ſurely bring thee up again; and Joſeph ſhall put 
his hand on thine eyes ;” intimating, by the laſt 
clauſe, that Jacob himſelf was not to expect to be 
brought up again in his life time, but that his poſ- 
terity ſhould certainly be brought ur again out of 
Egypt, which lies low, into the land of Canaan, It 


alſo goes to imply, that this is the firſt entrance of 
the 
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the ſeed of Abram into that land ** they were 
to be ſtrangers, and to live in a ſtate of ſervitude 
and be afflicted 400 years. 

But here occurs a ſeeming difficulty. It wil 
probably be urged, If goo years was the time 
appointed by the Almighty for, the time of their 
ſtay in Egypt; how comes it to paſs that Moſes 
fays, Exod, xii. 40, 41, that the time of their 
ſojourning there was 430 years? This ſeeming. 
contradiction, at firſt fight, I think may be recon» 
ciled, by one or other of the following obſervations: 

In the firſt place, if we refer to Gen. xv. 14, 
htter part of the verſe, we may perceive, that the 
Almighty there ſpeaks in a qualified ſenſe, as when 
he ſpeaks of the age of man, Gen. vi. 3, he does 
not thereby imply, that none ſhould live beyond 
that age; for we are expreſsly informed that Abram 
himſelf, and many others, did live to a much 
greater age. The words are, And arT:RwaRrD 
ſhall they come out with great ſubſtance.” This 
mas exactly verified, ſee Exod. iii. 24, and xii. 36, 
as to the ſubſtance. But obſerve, God does not fas 
that they ſhall come out preciſely at the end of 400 
years from their going in, but ſome time arTER- 
WARD; God, probably foreſeeing their perverſe and 
rebellious conduct, both with reſpe& to himſelf and 
to Moſes, ſpake to Abram in a qualified ſenſe. He 
therefore might, if he ſaw it neceſſary, prolong 
or extend the time of their bondage 30 years longer 
than he at firſt purpoſed it to have been. And this 
might have been occaſioned by their perverſe 
conduct to Moſes, &c. when he firſt intimated, to 

them 
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See Acts vii. 17, 23, 30. 

And as a further inſtanee that this might be the 
cafe, we may refer to Numb. xiv. 21, to 24, to 36, 
but eſpecially verſes 22,.23, 33, 34, where their 
rebellious eonduct is there aſſigned as the imme- 
diate cauſe of the then children's entrance into the 
land of Canaan being delayed 40 years longer than 
what it appears that God had intended, fee v. 33 * 
and their fathers, who had tempted and provoked 
God, were precluded from entering it at all; fee v. 
22, 23, except-Joſhua and Caleb, ſee v. 30, and 38, 

The above reaſons I deem perfectly ſatisfactory, 
but ſhall add another, which I think is equally 
probable, if not more ſo. There is every reaſon 
to ſuppoſe, that the firſt 30 years of their ſojourning 
there might or did elapſe, before the Egyptians 
began to make them ſerve, or cauſe them to be 
_ afflicted : and this is extremely probable, Joſeph 
being in ſo elevated a tation, and in ſuch very high 
favour with Pharoah, that it is not likely Joſeph 
would ſuffer them to be evil. entreated, while that 
preſent Pharoah lived; but it is probable that he 
might die in the courſe of 30 years. If we conſult 
the teſtimony of Joſephus on this point we ſhall find 
it correſpond exactly with the above idea. See the 
beginning of the gth chapter of his-2d book of the 
Antiquities of the Jews, where, ſpeaking of the 
conduct of the Egyptians towards the Hebrews on 
this occafion, | he expreſſes himſelf as follows ; 
They obliged them to labour in cutting canals 
© and drains, for conveying the waters from the 
« rivers; in 1aifing dykes and banks, as defences 

* againſt 
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« pink inundations; in erecting walls round cities 
« and towns; in raiſing pyramids to a prodigious 
« height, &c. Their oppreſſors, ſays he, were ſo 
* watchful over them, that for the ſpace of about 400 
10 years,“ their intervals from labour were ſo ſmall, 
« as ſcarcely to be ſufficient to recruit their ſtrength 
6 and ſpirits after immoderate fatigue,” ' How in- 
comparably: does this voluntary record, of one of 
their own nation, verify and confirm the expreſs 
words of God to Abram, Gen, xv. 13, Know of 
a ſurety that thy ſeed ſhall be a ſtranger in a land 
that is not their's, and they ſhall sER VE them, and 
they ſhall ArrLier them 400 years: 14 verſe, and 
alſo that nation, whom they ſhall ſerve, will ] judge: 
and afterwards ſhall they come out, &c,” - 
Whatever degree of credit the writings. of 
Joſephus, in general, may be entitled to, as to their 
authenticity and correctneſs, I ſhall not take upon 
me to determine; but I am decidedly of opinion, 
that this narrative is founded in truth; it being 
neither more nor leſs than a corroboration of the 
words of the Almighty as above quoted, Obſerve 
firſt, to what a nicety the time agrees; ſecondly, how | 
well the account of their ſervitude and affliction 
correſponds with God's declaration to Abram. 
Then again, how literally it was fulfilled upon the 
Egyptians,” viz. That nation will I judge, and 
afterward they ſhall come out with great ſubſtance ; 
that is, after they had undergone a ſeries of ſervi- 
tude 
6 Joſephus mentions the fame a of time, in the 11th 
charter of his Hiſtory of the Wars of the Jews, when addreſſing 


himſelf to his countrymen, . *© He begged them to recollet 
their bondage in Egypt for 400 years.“ | 
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tude. under, and been afflicted by, the Egyptians 
400 years. Obſerve, TER WAR, not until they had 
ſerved the full time ſpecified ; which clearly goes to 
imply an excluſion from the land of Canaan, during 
that period or interval of time, viz. 400 years. 
Verſe 16, But in the fourth generation they 
ſhall come hither again;“ that is, to the land of 
_ Canaan, where Abram then was, when God ſpake 
to him. This Mr, T. Prieſtley ſays, in his note on 
verſe 16, was verified or fulfilled, inſomuch that 
«© Caleband Eleazar were the fourth generation from 
& thoſe who left Canaan.” But, I ſuppoſe, he 
muſt have forgotten this aſſertion, when, on a 
ſubſequent occaſion, viz. ina note on the firſt chapter 
of Exodus, he finds it neceſſary to have recourſe 
to as many as ten generations; and even thoſe 
will be proved, in its proper place, to be inſufficient 
to anſwer the purpoſe for which he introduces them, 
Therefore it is, and muſt be evident, that by the 
four generations here mentioned, the Almighty 
means ſomething more than four deſcents from 
father to ſon. For if this promiſe ' commenced at 
the ſame time as Mr. T. P. will have it the 
400 years did, viz. at the birth of Iſaac, there 
muſt have been two generations paſt before THEY, 
the Children of Iſrael, went into Egypt; and then 
it follows, that there would be only two generations 
left, for them to multiply to the amazing number 
of about three millions; ſee note on Numb. ii. 32. 
This ſhews, or proves, to demonſtration, that the 
400 years mentioned verſe 13, did not begin with 
the birth of Iſaac, otherwiſe, the firſt of the four 


generations muſt begin at the ſame time; . 
| | v. 1 
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©. 16 be conſidered as alluding to the time of 
their going into Egypt, ſo muſt the 13th refer to 
the time of their ſtay there, both being ſpoken in 
the future tenſe. Conſequently it follows, that the 
four generations alluded to verſe 16, muſt begin 
at nearly the ſame time as the 400 years men- 
tioned verſe 13; or, in other words, the 400 
years of affliction muſt begin ſome time in the 
_ firſt generation; perhaps, as has been obſerved 
before, about 30 years after the firſt entrance of 
the Children of Iſrael into Egypt. Of courſe Mr. 
Prieſtley's aſſertion, that it began with the birth 
of Ifaac, is totally PRE and futile, and muſt 
be given up. 

But, 1 clearly conceive, that by the-four gene- 
rations ſpoken of, verſe 16, we are to underſtand 
four complete, entire, diſtinct ages; fee Gen. vi. 3. 
And then, reckoning the firſt of theſe to be 
Kohath, fon to Levi the patriarch, who might be 
about 20 or 23 years old when he entered Egypt, 
where he died at the age of 133, Exod. vi. 18; 
1 fay, reckoning Kohath to be 23 years old when 
he entered Egypt, and then reckon the remainder 
of his life till he died, ſee Exod. vi. 18. we thall 
find it to be juſt 110 years. Then reckon the 
two next generations, or ſucceeding ages, at 120 
each, according to Gen. vi. 3. which alſo agrees 
with the age Moſes died, fee Deut. xxxiv. 7. 
Then add theſe three ages to the age of Moſes at 
the time he brought out the children of Iſrael, 
ſee Exod. vii. 7, viz. 80 years, we ſhall find that 
theſe four ages W aN make exactly 439 

poeate, 
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years the time mentioned by Moſes, Exod. xii, 40, | 
of their ſtay there, 

Mr. T. Prieſtley, ſpeaking on this ſubject, in 
a note on Gen. xv. 13, obſerves upon this aſſertion 
of Moſes, which he refers and alludes to, and 
expreſſes himſelf as follows; * of which time, 430 
„years, neither 405, nor yet 400, much leſs the 
<< whole of the 430 years, were ſpent under Egyptian 
“ perſecution.” But here I beg it may be ob- 
ſerved, in anſwer to Mr. P. that Moſes does not 
ſay this whole time was ſpent under perſecution; 
he only ſays, that they ſojourned there 430 years, 
and we well know that part of this time was ſpent 
without any perſecution ; for inſtance, the firſt 17 
years previous to the death of Jacob; and, moſt 
probably as much as 13 years after Jacob's death, 
ſo as to make up 30 years before they began to 
perſecute them, leaving 400 years afterward for 
their ſervitude and affliction, Gen. xv. 3. 
Mr. T. Prieſtley further remarks, © for altho* 
the time ends with their parting thence, it did not 
begin with their coming thither; as it is ſaid (he 
obſerves) of Terah, that his days in Charron were 
205 years, where Terah ſpent not all that time, but 
ended it.“ Here I beg it may be noticed, that it 
is not ſaid, Gen. xi. 32, that Terah's days in 
Cnankon were 205 years; but the words are 
theſe, And the days of Terah were 205 years; 
and Terah died in Haran.“ Which words by no 
means imply that his days in Haran were 205 
years, but only that it was in Haran he died at the 
bg Good God! is the above the E 0 
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and only reaſon, Mr. T. P. can aſſign, for poſitive- 
ly contradicting, and giving the lie to Moſes, and 
aſſerting, that the 430 years he ſpeaks of, did not 
begin with the Children of Iſrael's entrance into 
Egypt; altho' Moſes, as emphatically as language 
can. be expreſſed, ſays this time pip begin with 
their coming thither; inſomuch, that he affirms 
that the Cri.prex of IsRatt ſojourned there, 

DWELT, there, ALL that time, What has this 
VAGUE, FUTILE SHADow of a reaſon, to do with 

invalidating the clear, diſtin, poſitive, and un- 
qualified. aſſertion of Moſes, Exod. xii. 40, 41, 
which, I inſiſt, does ſtand unimpeached, either by 
Paul, Gal. iii. 17, or any. other ſcripture teſti- 
mony that ever has or can be produced, and is 
totally incapable of contradiction; neither have 
they the leaſt connection with, or reference to, the 
firſt promiſe, or any of the promiſes, but ſolely and 
ſimply, to the time of the ſtay of the Children of 
IsRAEL in Egypt. Not to the children of Abram, 
nor yet of Esau the ſon of Isaac, but abſtractedly, 
the Children of Ifrael, that is, the poſterity- of 
Jacob; ſee Joſhua xxiv. 4. I gave unto Iſasc, 
Jacob and Eſau; and "oh gave unto Eſau Mount 
| Seir to poſſeſs i it; but Jacob and his children went 


dauovn into Egypt.“ See allo Deut. xxvi. 5, 41 | 


Palm cv. 23, 24. 

I I ſhall now quit the have ſubject fn the gd 
ſent, as another paſſage preſents itſelf to my view, 
that requires ſolution, and which will ak up 
ſome time in the diſcuſſion. The paſſage I allude 
to is in Exod, vi. Da 22 where there are oni 


four 
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four deſcents repreſented to have taken place from 
Levi to Moſes, In conſidering this paſſage, I 1 


ſhall endeavour to- compriſe the ſubje& (although 4 
complicate) under three principal, general heads. 


Firſt, I ſhall undertake to prove, that the 
Children of Iſrael were in Egypt more than four 
deſcents from father to ſon, &c. as apparently ſet 
forth in the above paſſage; and to which con- 
ſtruction all our commentators have given their 


aſſent, viz. that Eleazar, Aaron's ſon, was the 
fourth deſcendant from Kohath; as alſo, Aaron, 


Moſes, and Korah, from Levi the patriaren. 


Secondly, that the Children of Iſrael muſt 


have been in Egypt more than 215 years, the 
time allowed by our commentators and e 
logiſts for their ſtay there: and, 

Thirdly, I ſhall undertake to make it appat⸗ 


that the Children of IsAEL actually were there 


the full time which Moſes, Exod. xii. 40, ſays 
they were, Viz, 430 years, to a day. _ 

Firſt, in conſidering this paſſage, let us have 
recourſe to, or notice, the manner of expreſſion 


uſed by Moſes on this occaſion, v. 25, Theſe are 


the Hzaps of their Faruzzs“ Houses ; fee alſo 
Numb. iii. 30, and numberleſs other paſſages of 
ſimilar expreſſions, to the ſame or the like purport. 
From which peculiar mode of expreſſion, 1 am led 
to think, that Moſes does not mean to convey the 
idea, that theſe are literally \aLL the deſcents or 
branches of the families, but only the enrs or 
HEADS of them, as in 1 Chron. Xxili. 9, 11, 173 
n we may obſerve, that there is an obvious 


E 2 diſtinction 
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diſtinction given, or applied to ſom of the fathers, 
as being called or deemed chigrs, &c. And it 
clearly ſtrikes me, that while theſe carers, or 
ur abs of the families lived, all their younger 
poſterity were in general called by, or after their 
name, and reckoned as their own immediate fami- 
ly; as much ſo as if they were their own begotten 
children. And in order to ſhew that they them- 
ſelves occaſionally conſtrued theſe paſſages in this 
light, I refer to Gen. xlvi. 12 with 15, alſo 17 
with 18, ditto 19 to 21 with 22, and all with v. 26; 
where it is pointedly ſet forth, that the grand- 
child was as much deemed the grandfather's child, 

as his own begotten and immediate children, Nay, 
they are even deemed the children of the grand- 
mother ; ſee v. 15, 18, 22, and 25. For a further 
proof of this I refer to Gen. xxxi. 43; where we 
may obſerve, that Laban, Jacod's father in law, 
calls all Jacob's children his, LABAN's, own 

children. And again, Laban himſelf is called, 
Gen. xxix. 5, the ſon of Nahor; although it is 
certain that he was his grandſon ; ſee Gen, xxv. 20, 
and xxviii. 2, See alſo 1 Chron. xxiii. 15, 16, 
where it is ſaid, that the ſons of Moſes were Ger- 
ſhom and Eleazar, and that, of the ſons of Gerſhom, 
SHEBUEL was the cutzr; ſee 1 Chron, xxiv. 20, 
where this Shebuel is alſo called ſon to Amram. 
And this ſame Shebuel, we are informed 1 Chron. 
xxvi. 24, was ruler of the treaſuries in the time of 
David ; which is upwards of 400 years from Moſes, 
or even Gerſhom his ſon's time, ſee 1 Kings, vi. 1. 
Then obſerve. again, 1 Chron, xxvi, 25, 26, where 
| Shelomith, 
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Shelomith, who was over all the geen of the 
dedicated things, is ſet forth in v. 25, as the rr 
in deſcent from Eleazar, own brother to Gerſhom, 
both ſons of Moſes, as before ſtated. 

But more particularly obſerve, Luke iii. 32, 33, 
that Aaron's wife, ſee Exod. vi. 23, was evidently 
the ſixth generation at leaſt from Juda; tho? Aaron 
himſelf is repreſented, Exod. vi. 16 to 21, as only 
the fourth. But a till more deciſive paſſage occurs 
in Matt. i. 3, 4, compared with 5, 6, where it is - 
very clearly ſet forth, that there are fix deſcents 
from Judah to Naſſon, brother to Aaron's wife, 
and there are only fix more ſet forth from Naſſon 
to Solomon, who laid the foundation of the temple 

480 years after. See 1 Kings, vi. 1. Therefore, 
why not allow the firſt fix deſcents to comprize, or 
take up 430 years, as well as allow the laſt fix 
deſcents to have Toms up 480 years? which i is ad- 
mitted, | 
But if it ſtill 1 inſiſted on, that Aaron, Moſes, 
and Korah, are to be literally and bona fide con- 
ſidered the grand- children of the patriarch Levi, &c. 
and that the Jochebed mentioned Exod, vi. 20, was 
the immediate mother of Aaron and Moſes; and 
alſo, actually the 11MzD147TE daughter of the patri- 
arch Levi; then I will admit, and it will and muſt 
appear, that 430 years could not poſſibly tranſpire 
from the entrance of the great-grandfathers into 
Egypt, to the departure of the great-grandchildren 
out of Egypt, at the age of 83 and 80 years, the 
ages of Aaron and Moſes, See Exod. vii. 7, But, 
if 1 miſtake not, the matter conſidered in this light, 
will ſerve to confirm my preſent purpoſe, viz. that 

E 3 according 
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according to this ſtatement, there could not poſſibly 
two hundred and 15 years have tranſpired; for ſup- 
poſing Kohath, Levi's ſon, to be 23 years old when 
he came into Egypt, which it plainly appears muſt 
have been the caſe, if not more, for two of his 
couſins, viz. Pharez and Beriah, had rwo children 
each, ſee Gen. xlvi. 12, 17. Then ſuppoſe Kohath 
to beget Amram the eldeſt of his ſons, ſee Exod. 
vi. 18, at the age of 30; then ſuppoſe again, that 
Amram ſhould beget Moſes, his youngeſt ſon, at 
the advanced age of go years; yet there is mani- 
feſtly a deficiency of as much as 19 years to complete 
the 215 years, which all our commentators allow 
them to have been there. 

But if this ſtatement be deemed unſatisfactory, 
let us have recourſe to others. Suppoſe Levi to 
have begotten Jochebed, at the advanced age of 90 
years; and again, that Jochebed bare Moles at the 
advanced age of 80 years; yet this will not complete 
the time by ten years or more, viz. 215 years, 
allowed them to have been there. But if neither 
of the above ſtatements do yet give fatisfaQion, let 
us try a third. Suppoſe for a moment, Aaron and 
Moſes's immediate father to be that Amram, the 
brother of Izher, Hebron, and Uzziel, ſet forth 
Exod. vi. 18, we are told he had zur Two ſons, 
viz. Aaron and Moſes, And we are informed, 
Exod. vi. 23, that Aaron had but four ſons, two 
of whom died childleſs, ſee Lev. x. 1, 2, alſo 
Num. xxvi. 61. And that Moſes had but two ſons ; 
ſee Exod. xviii. 3, 4, and i Chron. xxiii. 15—18. 
and it does not appear that theſe two ſons of Moſes 
had more than one ſon each ; ſee alſo 1 Chron. xxiii. 


16, 17. 
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16, 17. Neither does it appear that thoſe of Aaron, 


viz, Eleazar and Ithamar, had any more, viz. Eleazar 


had Phineas, ſee Exod. vi. 23. Whether Ithamar - 
had more than one ſon, I cannot ſay, but one he 
muſt have had, fee 1 Chron, xxiv. 4, However, it 
clearly appears, that the whole two families of 


Aaron and Moſes, themſelves incladed, did not 


amount to 20 ſons, to Amram, nor does it appear 
they were any more than 12 in all; viz, Aaron and 


Moſes, fix ſons, and four grandſons, 


Let us try further. His brother Tzher, we are 


told, Exod. vi. 21, had not more than three ſons, 


and one of them had no more than three ſons. See 
verſe 24, Suppoſe the other two to have ſeven 


ſons, this will only make ten between the three; 
and it will take at leaſt ſixty years out of ninety, 
the moſt that can be allowed, to produce 
theſe; and ſuppoſe theſe to have five ſons each 
yet then they will only amount to ſixty three 
perſons. Uzziel we are alſo informed had no 
more than three ſons, Exod. vi. 22, and ſuppoſe 


him to have had theſe three by the time he was 


30 years old; then again ſuppoſe them to have 


five ſons each by the ſame age; and then 


again theſe fifteen to have five ſons each by 
the ſame age, viz. 30 years old: the whole fa- 
mily, all put together, does not amount to more 
than 93 perſons. Suppoſe again, Hebron to have 


had five ſons by the time he was 30 years of age; 


and theſe five to have five each in 30 years more; 
and again thoſe 25 to have five ſons each in 30 years 
more; his whole family at this rate, will be only 


155 perſons, In ſhort, the whole of the four fami- 


E 4 lies 
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lies put all together, amounts to no more than 3 23 
males, in 90 years, the greateſt time that can 
poſſibly be allowed, being ſeven yeais more than the 
age of Aaron, the eldeſt ſon of the eldeſt brother. 
Whereas the amount of theſe four families ſpecified 
in Num. iii. 27, 28, is no leſs than 8,600. And 
obſerve further, that the tribe of Levi did not 
multiply in a miraculous manner is evident, for 
altho* he had three ſons, viz. Gerſhom, Kohath, 
and Merari, yet all the families of theſe three, con- 
jointly, amounted to- no more, including children 
of a month old, than 22, 300. See Num. iii. 22, 28, 
34. Whereas the tribe of Dan amounted to no 
leſs than 62,700 men of war, from twenty years old 
and upwards z although he had only one ſon, and 
no more; ſee Gen, xlvi. 23. and alſo Num. xxvi. 
42: which proves to a demonſtration, that nothing 
but a long extent of time can OY reconcile 
theſe matters, 
Beſides, were it neceſſary to advance any further 
arguments to prove that Moſes's father could not 
be that Amram, the brother of Izher, &c. it may 
eaſily be effected by referring to Exod, ii. 1, where 
it ſays, that there went a Man of the youss of Levi, 
and took to wife a daughter of Levi. Obſerve, 
Korah and his family are alſo called sons of Levi, 
Numb. xvi. 8. But here it is obſervable, that 
neither the name of the MAN nor of the wou is 
mentioned, as it is in Exod. vi. 20, and Num. xxvi. 
59, but, notwithſtanding, it appears they were both 
of the tribe of Levi. It is further ſaid, verſe 2, 
that THE WOMAN conceived and bare a ſon, Here 


again 
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again is no name of the woman MENTIONED; nor 
does Moſes particularize who this woman was, any_ 
further than that ſhe was 4 daughter of Levi, 


(that is of the tribe of Levi) as the man is 
ſaid to be of the houſe of Levi, but no name 


mentioned: and the Man at leaſt, if not the 


woman, was without doubt deſcended in a direct 
line from Aug Au, the brother of Izher, Hebron, 
and Uzziel, by Jochebed his wife, a daughter of 
Levi, in the ſenſe as above mentioned. Thus may 
Moſes and Aaron be ſaid to be ſons to them, in the 
ſame manner as Laban, as was obſerved before, is 
ſaid to be ſon to Nahor, tho? his grandſon. And 
let it be further obſerved, theſe two verſes are 
evidently a continuation of the ſubje& contained 
and related in the firſt chapter, which alludes to the 
great length of the time of their ſtay, as well as the 
extreme rigour of their oppreſſion when in Egypt. 
Whereas in all the other places Moſes only gives a 
general account of the chiefs of the heads of the 
fathers of the families, &c. 

Having, I truſt, ſubſtantiated the firſt propoſi- 


tion, beyond the poſſibility of contradiftion, I 


proceed now to the ſecond, viz. that the Children 
of Iſrael were in Egypt a longer time than our com- 
mentators allow them to have been, viz. 215 years. 
We are informed, Exod, i. 5, that they were 70 
perſons or ſouls who came out of the loins of Jacob. 
But it is very evident, from the 46th chapter of 
Geneſis throughout, particularly the 26th and 27th 
verſes, and Deut. x. 22, that Jacob himſelf, alſo 


Joſeph and his two ſons, are included in this 1 
er, 


1 

ber, but not his ſons wives. We are then in- 
formed, v. 6, that Joſeph died, and all his brethren, 
and all that generation. In v. 7th we are further 
informed, that the Children of Iſrael multiplied 
and waxed exceeding mighty, ſo that the Land of 
Egypt was filled with them. What! and all this 
to take place i in the ſmall ſpace of 70 years, as it 

is ſet forth in the margin of the Bible? For the 
whole country to be filled with the progeny of 40 
perſons, and that in 70 years, I confeſs is to me 
unaccountable. But let us conſider the above 
paſſage a little more minutely. It is ſaid that 
\ Joſeph died before all theſe circumſtances took 
place. Now it is ealy to prove that Joſeph 
LIVED as much as 70 years, if not 71, after his 
| brethren came into Egypt, as will appear by com- 

paring Gen. xli. 29, 31, with v. 46, 53, 54, and all 
with xlv. 6: from which paſlages it is evident, 
that Joſeph was no more than 39 years of age 
when he told his brethren that the famine had five 
years yet to continue. But perhaps he might be 
40 at the time of their going_down with their 
father Iſrael and all their families; at any rate he 
could not be more than 40; and we find, Gen. 1. 
26, that he died at the age of an 110. But ob- 
ſerve the expreſſion, Joſeph died, and ALL 11s 
BRETHREN, Now that ſome of his brethren were 
hing when HE pid, is clear from Gen. J. 24. 
What time they all died we are at a loſs to aſcer- 
tain, But Levy, we are told Exod, vi. 16, died 

at the advanced age of 137 ; and that Levi was no 
more than about four years older than Joſeph, will 


appear 
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appear by comparing Gen, xxix. 34, with xxx. 3 
24. Therefore Levi muſt have livedin Egypt at leaft 
93 years; conſequently, the pars in the margin 
of the Bible, oppoſite to the 6th and 7th verſes of 
the firſt chapter of Exodus, muſt begin 23 years 
too ſoon, | 38 

But obſerve further, it is ſaid, Joſeph died, 
and all his brethren, AND ALL THAT GENERATION. 
It appears very clear to me, that by the laſt clauſe 
of the verſe it is meant to be underſtood, that ary 
WERE DEAD who came down into Egypt; and if 
ſo, then KonaTn, Levi's fon, muſt be dead alfo 
before the time here ſpoken of, and he died at the- 
age of 133. Purſuant to this idea, our chrono- 
_ logiſts muſt have miſcalculated at leaſt 40 years. 
Beſides, there were ſome who came down into 
Egypt. much younger than Kohath, viz. Jacob's 
great-grandchildren, being the ſons of Pharez and 
Beriah, ſee Gen. xlvi. 12, 17. It appears, how- 
ever, that ALL were dead before this time; and 
from the deſcription here given of their great num- 
ber and magnitude, viz. that they filled the whole 
Land of Egypt, I ſhould conceive they muſt nave 
BEEN dead Los before the time here «:luded to, 
or allowed. | | 

But to purſue the ſubje& : v. 8, ſays, “ Now 
there aroſe up a new king over Egypt, which 
KNEW not Joſeph.” ©. 9, © And he faid unto his 
people, Behold ! the people of the Children of 
Iſrael are More and mIGHTIER than we,“ the 
Egyptians; and there are orly 44 years more 
allowed by our chronologiſts till all this happened, 
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viz. 114 years from their entrance; and we have 
already ſhewn that Kohath, or ſome of his brethren, 
or nephews, who came firſt down into Egypt, muſt 
be alive as long as 114 years: and therefore, if this 
new king which aroſe up had no knowledge or 
remembrance of Joſeph, ſurely they might have 
informed him of all the great fervices Joſeph had 
rendered to their anceſtors. - But, as obſerved be- 
fore, the great myſtery lies here, viz. how it is 
poſſible that the Children of Iſrael ſhould multiply 
from 40 perſons, in 114 years time, to be more in 
NUMBER, as well as MIGHTIER, than the Egyp- 
tians : for in that period of time, even admitting 
them to multiply agreeable to the following ſtate- 
ment of Mr. T. Prieſtley, copied from a note of his 
on Exod. i. they would not amount to 14,000 per- 
ſons, and ngarly 10,000 of them would be of the de- 
ſcription” of thoſe which Moſes deems children, viz, 
all thoſe under 20 years of age; then there will not 
quite 4,700 remain that can be deemed men, &c. 
and theſe would not be more than the inhabitants 
of a ſmall-<county in England; whereas Egypt is 
repreſented as an exceeding fruitful country, of no 
leſs extent than 350 miles in length, and 125 in 
. breadth; nay, they would not be more than the 
inhabitants of a ſmall city; whereas Egypt is ſaid 
to contain ſome thouſands of large cities, &c. 
therefore this number, ſurely, could not be more 
than aLL the Egyptians. Yet it is ſaid by this new 
king, that at this'time they were not only more in 
number, but alſo MiGHTIER, than the Egyptians : 
although we are informed, that about 100 years after 
this 
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this the Egyptians could collect an army, and that 
on the ſhorteſt notiee, conſiſting of no leſs than 
600 chariots, 5,000 cavalry, and 200, ooo infantry,“ 
to purſue the Children of Iſrael in the wilderneſs of 
the Red Sea, in which the whole army of the 
Egyptians were drowned, and their arms caſt aſhore 
for the future uſe of the Children of Iſrael.+ Ob- 
ſerie, this circumſtance, viz. the largeneſs of the 
Egyptian army on this occaſion, does abundantly 
ſerve to prove, that at the time of this new king's 
advancement to the throne, the Children of Iſrael 
muſt have been in Egypt more than 114 years, or 
even 214. It is alſo evident, that St. Stephen 
underſtood it in this light, from his manner of 
expreſſing himſelf, where he makes reference to 
this very time; ſee Acts vii. 17—20. * But when 
« the time of the promiſe drew nigh, which God 
„had ſworn to Abram, (Gen. xv. 13.) the peo- 
% ple grew and multiplied in Egypt, till another 
„ king aroſe, that knew not Joſeph,” Here ob- 
ſerve, Stephen ſays, that when the time of the 
promiſe ox W NIGH ; which would be a very un- 
intelligible and injudicious expreſſion, if he onLY 
meant thereby to convey the idea, that only 114 years 
had elapſed out of 215, the time our chronologiſts 
allow them to have been there, that then, and 
therefore, the time of the promiſe drew nigh, 
although there was an 100 years or more of the 
time unexpired, which was, nearly the half, But it 
appears evident to me, that he means to have him- 
ſelf underſtood, that when three fourths of the time 
ſpoken of by himſelf in the 6th verſe had tranſpired, 

that 


See Joſephus's Antiquities of the Jews, B. ii, ch. 3. Ibid ch. 4. 
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that Tax the time of the promiſe may be faid to 
draw nigh; there being not quite a fourth part 
remaining, when this new king aroſe that knew not 
Joſeph, and which Stephen goes on and ſays, dealt 
ſubtillyß with their - fathers, and evil intreated 
them, ſo that they caſt out their young children, 
to the end they might not live; ſee Exodus 
i. 10, to 19, 22. Mr. T. Prieſtley conceives 
that a revolution took place in Egypt at this 
time, which he ſays was ſoon after the death of 
Jacob; and the expreſſion “ knew not Joſeph,” 
means REGARDED him not. By which conſtruction 
it appears that Mr. T. Prieſtley is of opinion, 
that when this new king came to the-throne Joſeph 
was living; and Ir ns was, I think the king muſt 
needs know him, by reaſon that he preſided over 
all the king's treaſures, and managed all his 
affairs; ſee ch. xli. 38—44; even according to 
Joſeph's word, were all the people ruled, and 
in the throne oxnLy, the King is ſaid to reſerve 
a pre-eminence : he gave him his ring off his 
own finger, made him ride imthe ſecond chariot which 
he had, and they cried before him Bow the knee; and 
he made him ruler over all the land of Egypt, fo 
that without him, Joſeph, ſhould no man lift up 
his hand or foot in all the land of Egypt, ſee Gen. 
xIvii. 14—27, particularly v. 23. So that if Joſeph 
was alive, as Mr. P. ſuppoſes, whether this new 
king was of the ſame lineage, or of another family, 
certain it is that he could not help xnowinG Joſeph, 
nor, I ſhould think, help xzGarDING him neither. 
But this is all idle conjecture, for we are expreſsly 


told in the next verſe but one before, that prior to 
ä this 
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this new king's coming to the throne, Joſeph pizp,. 
AND ALL HIS BRETHREN, and ALL THAT GENER» 


ATION... 


9 4 oſephus, the Jewiſh hiſtorian, aſſerts expreſsly, 


that another family came to the throne at this time 


of the new king, &c. but differs materially with 


Mr. P. reſpecting Joſeph's being alive. Joſephus 
ſays, that after the deceaſe of Joſeph his brethren 
lived happily in Egypt many years; but, that in 
proceſs of time the Egyptians, being naturally indo- 
lent, peeviſh, moroſe, and malicious in their tem- 
per, abandoned to ſenſual gratification, avaricious, 
and envious in the extreme, the TIME CAME that 


the former ſervices of Joſeph were no longer re- 


membered. That the powers of the ſovereignty 
being transferred FRoM the family of the former 
king, THEN they treated the Iſraelites rather as 
ſlaves and enemies, than as free people and friends; 
for they compelled them to ſubmit to the moſt 


| lahorious and ſervile offices, and were continually 


exerciſing their inventions to diſcover new methods 
of harraſſing, and oppreſſing them, &c. 

But to return to my ſubject. Mr. T. Prieſtley, 
in a note on Exod. i. reſpecting the very point in 
diſcuſſion, ſays, allowing the grandſons of Iſrael to 
be fifty perſons, (which I admit for the preſent to be 
a fair ſtatement,) and each of theſe 5o perſons to 
begin to beget children at 20 years old; then each 


of them beget only three children: (I ſuppoſe he 


muſt mean sons, tho' he does not ſay ſo, other - 


wiſe he would be terribly out, indeed, in his calcu» 
lation :) but we will ſuppoſe that he means three 
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sons each, then ſuppoſe them all to live, marry at 
20, and beget three ſons each; and ſo on in like 
manner for ten generations, viz. in the firſt 20 years 
of 50 come 150; of them in the ſecond 450; third 
1350; fourth 4050; fifth 12,150; ſixth 26,450; of 
the ſeventh come 109, 350; eighth 388,050; ninth 
984,150; tenth 2,952,450. By ſuch a fair calcu- 
lation as this, he ſays, the apparent difficulty ſoon 
vaniſhes.” But I, for one, beg leave to differ in 
opinion with Mr. P. and conſider his whole ſtate- 
ment, even the outſet, as liable to as very great 
objections. 

In the firſt place, their number will be reduced 
from 50 to 40, if we only dedu the ſons of Levi 
not reckoned by Moſes, and thoſe others who died 
without iſſue; viz. one of Simeon's, viz. Ohad ; one 
of Aſher's; viz. Iſhua; and five of Benjamin's. See 
Gen. xlvi. 10, 17, 21, with Num. xxvi. 12, 38, 39, 44. 
Secondly, There is not the leaſt reaſon to believe, or 
conclude, that they uſually married ſo young as at 20 
years old, either prior to their going into Egypt, or 
previous to their coming out from thence, Ar 
WHICH TIME Even Moss evidently deems them 
CHILDREN, Num, i. 45, at that age or under. 
Obſerve, Aaron, tho' 83 years old, had only four 
- ſons and two grandſons, viz. Phineas, ſee Exod. 
vi. 25, and 1 Chron. xxiv. 4; and two of his sous 
died without iſſue, ſee Lev. x. 2, Num. iii. 4, &c. 
viz. Nadab and Abihu. Obſerve further, theſe two, 
being the elder brothers, muſt have been more than 
30 years old, ſee Num, iv. 3, as their younger 


1 after their death, officiated in the office 
of 
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of prieſts. From this it is evident they did not all 
marry ſo young as 20. For admitting thoſe who 
bird for offering ſtrange fire before the Lord to 
be 40 years old, their father Aaron muſt have been 
MORE than 40 when he begat them. 
Again, Moſes, tho* 80, had only Two ſons, 
Exod, xviii. 3, 4, not three: and to appearance, 
only two grandſons, 1 Chron, xxiii. 16, 17, in- 
ſtead of nine, and that theſe grandſons were not 
born at this time, viz, the time of their leaving 
Egypt, is evident ; ſee Exod. iv, 20, 25. Here is 
no account of more than four grandſons both to 
Aaron and Moſes; whereas, according to Mr, 
Prieſtley's ſtatement or hypotheſis, they ſhould have 
had great-great-grandchildren at their ages, to the 
number of 162. But admitting for a moment, that 
they pip all marry at 20, it does not ſurely follow, 
that they are to have three ſons each at 20 alſo. 
For it will be admitted beyond diſpute, that in 
order to their multiplying, it muſt be neceſſary for 
them to have ſome daughters as well as ſons, and 
undoubtedly an equal number of each, or nearly 
ſoz and then it will appear that they muſt have. 
been 25 or 26 years old before the youngeſt ſon 
was born: and at leaſt 21, if not 22, when the firſt 
was born; which will, on the average, render and 
augment the time from 200 years, as reckoned by 
Mr. Prieſtley, to 215 years. This conſidered, Mr. 
Prieſtley has not a year to ſpare. Moreover, THEN 
"there i is no time allowed for the propagation of the 
younger children; which will require 40 to 50 
n more. The fabric an courſe mul then fall, 
F _ 
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as baſeleſs and vifionary : beſides, were it admitted 
that his ſtatement comes within the bounds of pro- 
bability, and alſo within the time allowed him, 215 
years; yet he cannot ſurely include the tenth 
generation in competition with the . computation of 
Moſes, ftated Numb. 1. 45, 46, which are all men 
of war from 20 years old and upwards: then the 
amount of his eighth and ninth generations, (inad- 
- miſſfible and improbable as it is) will not exceed 

that of Moſes, ſtated Numb. ii. 32, little more 
than one third, after the proportionable deduction 
for the tribe of Levi, which is reckoned by Mr. 
Prieſtley, but not by Moſes; (ſee Numb. iii. 15,) 
and alſo thoſe already proved to have died without 
iſſue; when he will have only 4o left to reckon from.“ 
But in order to demonſtrate ſtill further, 
that Mr. Prieſtley has not ſtudied this matter fo 
much as, I think, he ſhould have done, before he 
aſſented with the reſt to give the lie to Moſes; I 

beg leave to call his attention to the followin 
' ſtatements. In the firſt place, if he will only 4 
from his ſtatement the particular tribes or ſons of 
2 Gad 


® The author, in applying the forcgoing leni bas 
taken ic for granted, that Mr. T. P. meant the grandſons of 
* Iſrael only. But it is poſſible that he might mean to include the 
 great-grandſons alſo, viz. Heber and Malchiel, the ſons of 
Beriah, and Hezron and Hamul, the ſons of Pharez: Gen. xlvi. 
12, 17, in which caſe it will increaſe the number to calculate 
from tho' even Tug, he does not ſee how they and their 
©" fathers can be reckoned, Be that as it may, it is totally imma» 
terial to the point he wiſhes to call the readers attention to, via. 
the increaſe of the particular tribes of Joſeph and Dan ; that being 
che principal and ſole hinge on which he begs leave to ground his 
argument. | 
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Gad and Benjamin, together with thoſe of Lzvr, 
(which, as before obſerved, cannot be admitted into 
the calculation, ) and thoſe who died without iſſue, 
his number then will be reduced from 50 to 28 
perſons to calculate from; which will produce no 
more than 796,068 men, between the three laſt 
generations added together; viz. the 7th, 8th, and 
ninth, &c. which will not be much above a third 
more than the number recorded by Moſes, arTzR 
deducting the number of the two above tribes. 
therefrom, viz. Gad and Benjamin. The amount 
of the ten tribes which remain will be Turn 
522,500. And by purſuing the ſame mode of 
calculation, it will clearly appear, that it will not 
produce more, reckoning three generations, than 
three fourths of the number of the tribe of Manaſ - 
ſeh, (Numb. i. 35.) but little more than two 
_ thirds of the number of the tribe of Ephraim, 
(v. 33) and little more than one third of the 
number of the tribe of Dan, ſpecified verſe 39. 

Thus we ſee both the inconſiſtency, and inſufs 
ficiency, of Mr. T. Prieſtley's hyperbolical hypo- 
theſis. For inſtance; by calculating according to 
his hypotheſis, the tribe of Dan, abſtractedly, who 
had no more than ov ſon, ſee Numb. xxvi. 42, 42, 
will not amount to more than 27,431, including 
three generations, viz. the 7th, 8th, and gth added 
together. Whereas the number of the tribe of 
Dan, ſpecified by Moſes, Numb. i. 39, was no leſs 
than 62,700, all men. of war, from 20 years old and 
upwards. Beſides, if it were neceſſary to advance 
or produce any further poof of the unwarrantable- 
neſs of Mr, T. Prieſtley's hypotheſis, it may * 

F 2 
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be done, by only continuing or purſuing his adopted 
mode of calculation two generations further, and the 
erroneouſneſs, and ridiculouſneſs thereof, will moſt 
| evidently and 7 appear. For obſerve, by the 
eontinuance of which, the 10th, and t ith generati- 
ons, (not to include the 12th being children, as be- 
fore obſeryed,) will amount to no leſs a number 
than 11,809,800; which will be more than eight 
times the number of the 7th, 8th, and gth gener- 
ations added together, and more than ten times 
the number of the 8th and gth generations 
only. Whereas the children of Iſrael, when 
numbered after the plague, Numb. xxvi. 51, which 
was 39 years afterwards, that is, from their former 
numbering, Numb. i. 46, were 1800 leſs than before, 
tho' there muſt have been, within. a year, of two of 
Mr. P.'s generations entire, viz. 10th and 11th, to 
have been numbered then : (according to Mr, 
Prieftley's hypotheſis,) leaving the 1 2th for the then 
children. And that none of thoſe, who come under 
the deſcription of the three laſt of theſe ſuppoſed 
generations, were deſtroyed in the wilderneſs, is 
evident, ſee Numb. xiv. 31, 37, 38, and xxvi. 11, 

and Deut. i. 38, 39. | 
And in order further to prove the unwarranta- 
bleneſs of his hypotheſis, I beg leave to refer to the 
age of the twelve patriarchs, at the time they all came 
into Egypt; the youngeſt of them, (except Benja- 
min) was Joſeph, and he, it has been proved, was 
40 years old, and all the other ten were of courſe 
older ; yet, notwithſtanding they were all, except 
one, 49 and upwards, there were only two, out of 
e | fifty 
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fifty of their fons, which had children, namely, 
Pharez, the ſon of Judah, and Beriah the ſon of 
Aſher, ſee Gen. xlvi. 12, 17. So that theſe 1 patri- 
archs, tho? all of them 40 and upwards, had only four 
grandſons; whereas, according to Mr. Prieftley's 
hypotheſis, they ought to have had above an 100 
at that time, and at their age. This proves to 
demonſtration, that they had not generally children 
ſo young as 20, at the time of their entrance into 
Egypt. 
Obſerve further, Phineas, grandſon to "Ali 
could not be more than 10 years old at the time of 
their coming out of Egypt; ALTHo* Aaron was 83, 
as Phineas ſerved in the prieſthood 39 years after. 
wards ; ſee Numb, xxi, 6, with x. 8; and they 
never officiated in that office after they were advanced 
to 50, ſee Numb. iv. 3, viii. 24, 25. Should there 
ſtill be any fo perverſe, as to maintain, that the 
whole number ſpecified by Moſes, Numb. i. 46, as 
alſo the tribes of Jofeph and Dan, confidered ab- 
ſtractedly, were propagated within 215 years, I hope 
at leaſt they will admit, that the children of Iſrael 
were not, nay could not be, brought out of Egypt 
again in the 4th generation or deſcent from father 
to fon, as Mr. P. in another place aſſerts; ſee his 
note in the margin upon Gen. xv. 16, where he 

ſays, Eleazar and Caleb were the fourth generation 

from thoſe who left Canaan, This being admitted, 

will effectually ſerve my purpoſe, viz. to break the 

nd link in this chain of errors, and pave the 
way for the introduction of the third thing propoſed 

to be proved, viz, that the children of Iſrael were 

| F 3 ; in 
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in Egypt the full time that Moſes ys they were, 
VIZ. 430 years, Exod. xii. 40. 
And in the firſt place, in order to effect this, 
let us ſee if we cannot comprize the matter within 
the bounds of probability, which is certainly more 
than can be allowed Mr. T. Prieſtley's calculation; 
and to this effect I will make 1T ſubſervient to my 
preſent purpoſe, For inſtance, allowing, or ſup- 
poſing, the 40 grandſons of Iſrael which lived to 
have iſſue, to marry on an average at 3O, being 
younger than thoſe ſet forth in Gen. xi. 11—25, 
(not to ſay any thing of the age of Terah, Abram, 
Iſaac, and Jacob, when THEY married and begat 
children); and that each of thoſe 40, between that 
age and 60, ſhould beget three ſons and three 
daughters, who ſhauld all be ſuppoſed -to LIVE, 
marry, and have children; for ſuppoſing them to 
have ſive ſons and ſive daughters born to each 
perſon, yet it will be great odds againſt three of 
each living to marry, and alſo have as many 
children. That this is nothing more than a fair 
ſtatement, I refer to the fiye ſons of Judah, tuo of 
whom died in the Land of Canaan, fee, Gen, xlvi. 
123 alſo to the ſons of Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, 
two out of four died childleſs, although paſt 30 
years old, ſee N umb. Hi. 4, and the other two had 
only one * each; but more eſpecially to the ten 
ſons, of Benjamin, Gen. xlvi. 21, only five of 
whom had children; ſee Numb. xxvi. 38, 39. 
But left, it ſhould be inferred from this, that by. 
his having. five that lived to have children, it might 
b frequent or general cale, I refer to the 7 
0 


6 
of his wike at the time of their going out of 


Egypt, Numb. i. 37, which is the ſmalleſt of all, 


or either of the tribes there numbered, except that 
of Manaſſeh, which is only half of the tribe of 
Joſeph, his brother Ephraim being the che; half: 
ſee verſes 3 2, 33, 35. 

Again; Gad's tribe, although he had ſeven 
ſons, and Eacn of thoſe had children, ſee N umb. 
xxvi. 15, 16, 17, yet his tribe was not ſa numerous 
at the time of their coming out of Egypt as the 
tribe of Dan, who had only one ſon; and very 
few more than the tribe of Ephraim, which was 
only half the tribe of Joſeph; ſee Numb. i. 25, 
39, 33 3 the other half being Manaſſeh, ſee v. 25. 
Circumſtances theſe, which in my opinion, go a 
great way towards proving the great length of 
time which they muſt have been in Egypt, and 
which alone ſeems to afford the moſt probable, if 


not the only means, of reconciling ſuch e | 


improbabilities. 


But to return to the point, viz, that — of 


theſe 40 perſons ſhall be ſuppoſed to marry at 30 
years old, and by the age of bo have three ſons to 
live to marry and have children; and again each 


of theſe ſons to marry at 30, and have the ſame 


number of children by oo; and ſo on for the ten 
generations: then, taking 45 for the average, tho? 


perhaps many of them did not marry ſo young 


even as that, (for inſtance Moſes, who was not 


married till after he left Egypt, and he was then 


40) but taking the average at 45 years to produce 


each generation, and ſo on for the nine, will make 
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405 years. Tur the amount of the number 
produced by Mr. Prieſtley's mode of calculation, 
(which, though in ſome reſpects it is too many, 
yet in others has been proved deficient) will in a 
great meaſure appear reconcileable to probability, 
and alſo to the number ſtated by Moſes to have 
come out of Egypt, Numb. 1, 46, eſpecially when 
it is conſidered, that the five years which will re- 
main over and above, after allowing 20 for the 
then deemed children, in the tenth generation, will 
be little enough to allow for the great deficiency 
which muſt have been occaſioned by their great 
oppreſſion ; the deſtruction occafioned by their 
children being thrown into the Nile, and otherwiſe 
murdered, perhaps for ſeveral years, and to the 
amount of many thouſands ; and alſo the deficiency 
which that would further occaſion to the ſucceeding 
generations of their ſuppoſed progeny z ſee Exod. | 
i. alſo ii. 2—5. 
But it is by no means neceſſary to prove, that 
the number ſpecified by Moſes, Numb. i, 46. 
ſhould exactiy correſpond with the number pro- 
duced by Mr. Prieſtley's mode of calculation; it 
is quite ſufficient for me to ſhew, that there is a 
much greater degree of probability annexed to MY 
ſtatement than what there is to mis. Alſo that 
mine is founded upon precedent as well as proba- 
bility ; his on yerTuzx, And although the num- 
ber which is produced by Mr. Prieſtley's ſtate- 
ment from 40 perſons, will be rather above one 
third more than thoſe ſtated by Moſes, Numb, 
i, 46, if we reckon a generation and half, viz, thoſe 
from 
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from 20 years old to 65, and half the former 
generation, yet this will by no means invalidate 
my ſtatement ; by reaſon, if we only detach from 
the above calculation the three tribes of Gad, 
SruzoNn, and Benjamin, which, by the bye, are 
nota fourth of the number of the whole x2 tribes, 
ſtated Numb. i. 46, the number then left to calculate 
from will be reduced from 40 to 23 perſons, 
which will produce no more than 452,709 from 
the age of 20 to 65. And if we add to that the 
half of the preceding generation, they will not 
amount to more than 528, 160. Whereas the 
number of the other nine tribes, or indeed but 
eight, (reckoning Joſeph only one) reckoned by 
Moſes, Numb. i. 46, after deducting the number 
of the three above tribes, viz. Gad, Simeon, and 
Benjamin therefrom, will be 522,500. Upon 
this average you will obſerve, the time correſponds 
within five years, allowing 20 for the then child- - 
ren, and the two numbers correſpond within 
one hundredth part, even calling Joſeph two tribes, 
which is in both caſes ſurpriſingly near indeed, 


But obſerve further, thoſe under 20, who - 


were deemed children, could not be quite the half 
of the then rifing generation, rendered by this time, 
viz. the tenth generation, totally promiſcuous, ſo as 
to require 45 years, the average time allowed, to com- 
plete the generation; I ſay, allowing thoſe under 20, 
which is leſs than the half of the riſing generation, 
to be from 350 to 400,000; and then again allow 
the one third of thoſe to be old enough to marry - 
and have two ſons each, that would come under the 
dee 
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deſcription of thoſe who were numbered the ſecond 
time by Moſes, . viz, 39 years after, when it 
pears [they were 1890 fewer than before; which 
deficiency is, by the above mode. of calculation, 
reaſonably accounted for, when it is conſidered that 
there is one year ſhort of 40, and that all thoſe of 59 
years old and upwards were deſtroyed in the wil- 
derneſs, except Caleb the ſon of Jephunneh, and 
Joſhua the ſon of Nun. See Deut. ii. 14, 15. Thus, 
we ſee, the numbers taken account of at both times, 
are by my mode of caclculation, or hypotheſis, made 
to agree and correſpond to a nicety: whereas, ac- 
cording to that of Mr. T. Prieſtley, they would or 
ſhould have amounted to rEN times the former 
number. 


Here obſerve, : that by only having recourſe to 15 


a propoſition, which is in itſelf every way probable 
and reaſonable, I have removed thoſe mighty ob- 
ſtructions, or tumbling blocks, which S ＋ operated 

as obſtacles to prevent the learned and wile of ſo 
many ages, and ſo many thouſand years, viz, above 
3,300, from comprehending the ſenſe and meaning 
of as plain a paſſage as any one in the Bible, from 
the beginning to the end thereof; viz, that the 
ſojourning of the Children of IsRazL, who pweLT 
in Egypt, was 430 years to a day.“ 


I proceed now to comprize the ſum and ſab- 
ſtance of the foregoing diſquiſitions, contained in 
this, and the preceding propoſition, by recapitu- 
lating the moſt eſſential points, on which I con- 


ceive the main argument principally hinges: all 
of 


18 
of which, I truſt, have been unequivocally, and 
incontrovertibly cleared up. ' 

Firſt, That the covenant ſpoken of by St. 
Paul, Gal. iii. 17, is fo far from referring particu. 
larly to the firſt promiſe made to Abram, Gen. xii, 
3, 4, that it does not allude to it at all; that being 
no. more than an intimation or promiſe of that 
covenant which God made with AnRAHAM, not 
with Abram. Neither is it the covenant of circum- 
cifion made with ABRAHAM, that St. Paul. alludes 
to; as ir had no immediate reference to Chriſt, 
and is termed by the Almighty, as only a rok EN of 
that covenant; but the covenant which St. Paul 
alludes to, is certainly that which was firſt entered 
into with Abraham, with reſpect to the promiſe of 
Chriſt his ſpiri: ual ſeed; and this was immediately 
after he had offered up his ſon Iſaac, as a type of 
Chriſt ; which covenant, rue made in favour of 
Iſaac, was afterwards renewed and eſtabliſhed wirn 
Isaac in favour of his ſeed ; and laſtly, was rati- 
fied and confirmed i Jacob, and in his ſeed," to 
the utter excluſion of Esau and his ſeed, although 
Iſaac's firſt born ſon ; and that Paul, by uſing the 
word promiſes, means thereby to comprehend ALL 
the promiſes to Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; and as 
ſuch to include the LasT promiſe made to Jacob, 
the night before he entered Egypt. See Heb. xi. 9. 
And, without the leaſt doubt, Paul had his eye upon 
this laſt promiſe, and conſiders it as the final cloſe of 
all the promiſes; alſo that Paul muſt have got his 
information as to the period of time, from the 

words 
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words recorded by Moſes, Exod. xii. 40, 41, or 1 
know not from whence' he was to get it; for he 
himſelf acknowledges that he only knew in part, 
and propheſied in part; fee 1 Cor. xiii. 9, 12: 
and as to Moſes, there cannot be the leaft doubt, 
but that he received his information immediately 
from God himſelf, And with this idea the words 
of the apoſtle will perſectly coincide, viz. The 
covenant that was confirmed before of God, (with 
reſpe& to Chriſt,) the lau, which was not till 430 
years after, cannot diſannul,“ that is, not till 430 
years AFTER the confirmation of the covenant, by 
this laſt promiſe made to Jacob the very night 
before he entered Egypt. Obſerve, the paſſover 
alſo was in the night, even at midnight, when the 
Lord ſmote all the firſt born of the Egyptians. 
See Exod, xii. 29. 

Secondly, That the 400 years of ſervitude and 
affliction, mentioned Gen. xv, 13, did not begin 
with the birth of Iſaac, as erroneouſly ſet forth; 
but that it moſt probably bid begin about 30 years 
after the firſt entrance. of Iſrael and his children 
into Egypt z and that the four generations men- 
tioned in v. 16, does not literally mean only four 
deſcents from father to ſon, but that i it does mean 
four entire, complete, diſtinct, ſucceſſive ages, 
Gen. vi. 3. Exod, i. 6, 

Thirdly, That the genealogy ſtated, Exod. vi. 
16, 18, 20, cannot be underſtood to be all literally 
correct; as it is certain, from proof poſitive, that 
Moſes could not be the immediate gon of AUR AM, 


Tm brother of Izher, Hebron, and Uzziel : and 
' that 


EI 
that ſo far from their having been there only four 
deſcents from father to ſon, as there ſtated, it has 
been proved that double the number of deſcents 
would be inſufficient to produce the number which 


went out. 
Fourthly, That they muſt have been there 
Monz than 215 years, the time allowed by our 


chronologiſts, to produce their number at going 
out. | | 


Fifthly and laſtly, That the children of Iſrael 
certainly were there, that is, in Egypt, the whole 
of the time which. Moſes ſays they were, viz. 430 
ears, | 
; It certainly muſt be evident, as I have obſerved 
before, from the words of the Almighty to Jacob, 
at Beerſheba, the very night before he entered 
Egypt,, that this is the time of the firſt entrance. 
The words are, Fear not to go down into Egypt; 
for I will Tue make of THEE a great nation.“ 
Now Beerſheba, Mr, P. obſerves, was the ready 
way from Egypt to Canaan, and the utmoſt part of 
the Land of Canaan ſouthward towards Egypt; fo 
that the children of Iſrael would enter Egypt im- 
mediately in the morning. How exactly does this 
circumſtance verify the words of Moſes, and at 
the ſame time alſo ſerves to corroborate them with 
thoſe of St. Paul, for it is ſaid, Exod. xi. 41, 
« And it came to paſs at the end of the 430 years, 
even the SELF SAME DAY it came to pals, that all 
the mosTs of the Lord went out from the land of 
Egypt.” And who theſe hoſts of the Lord were, 


we are 1 in the preceding verſe, viz, the caiLD- 
REN 
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REN OF ISRAEL; and who theſe cy1LDREN or ISRAEL 
were, we may ſee, Acts vii. 14, 15, viz. the caiLp-, 
REN or poſterity of Jacos; ſee alſo Exod. xix. 3, 
Numb. xxiv. 5, 17, 193 xxiii. 7, 10, 21, 23; Deut. 
xxxii. 8, 9; Pſalm Ixxviii. 5 ; alſo Pſalm cv. 6, 9— 
11, 233: cxxxv. 4, and cxlvii. 19; Iſai, xli. 8; xlii. 
24, Xliii. 1; xliv. 1, 5, 21, 23; alſo xlviii. 1; 
Ezek. xxviii. 25; Iſa. xlv. 4, alſo 2 Kings xvii, 
34: thus we may clearly perceive, that by the 
expreſſion CHILDREN or ISRAEL, Moſes means 
none other than the cHiLDREN, or houſe of ] acos. 
How admirably do the foregoing references 
ſerve to confirm and eſtabliſh, beyond the poſſibi- 
lity of diſpute, the preciſe meaning of the words 
recorded by Moſes, Exod. xii. 40. | 

If it ſhould ſtill be contended that I have not 
yet proved that the children of Iſrael were in Egypt 
all this time, viz. 430 years; I anſwer, that the 
aſſertions of Moſes, Exod. xii. 40, 41, are of 
themſelves, without any aſſiſtance from me, very 
abundant proof, and have never been contradicted by 
any ſcriptural authority; that they ſtand, and ever 
will ſtand, unimpeached; and appear as a monu- 
ment, to vindicate the ability and veracity of Moſes, 
and at the ſame time ſerve to perpetuate the ſhame 
and diſgrace to all generations of thoſe commentators, 
who would dare, without better authority, to con- 
tradi& the poſitive aſſertion of Moſes, the Man of 
God. They alſo ſtand as a bulwark againſt any 
proof that can, or MAY YET be attempted to be 
advanced to the contrary, by any preſumptuous 
commentators, who may dare attempt to per- 

| 5 vert 


1 


vert the explicit, plain words of Moſes. But 
before they engage in ſo preſumptuous an un- 
dertaking, I recommend it to them to read the 
| $th verſe of the 12th chapter of Numbers, and 
there ſee the recorded. teſt: mony of God himſelf 
concerning him. 

And now, I truſt, I may ſafely infer, that ſhould 
there yet be any perſons, who ſhall heſitate to ad- 
mit that I have completely proved my preſent 
propoſition, viz. that there actually is an error in 
the computation of our chronologiſts, reſpecting the 
time of the ſtay of the children of Iſrael in Egypt, 
of 215 years; they muſt at the ſame time be under 
the neceſſity of deny ing that there is either truth in 
ſcripture, meaning in words, or concluſion in logick. 
There being only 215 years allowed, inſtead of 
430, it conſequently muſt be under-reckoned 215 
years. 


| PROPOSITION IV. 


4 1 come now to my fourth propoſition; 
but befave I enter upon particulars, it will be neceſ(- 
ſary here to exhibit, at one view, the whole chain 
of ſcripture chronology, from the birth of Abram 


to the return of the Jews from their ſeventy years 


captivity. 
Year of the world when Abram 


- was born - - 
Abraham's age at the birth of 


Iſaac - 


Tears. e 


- 100, ſee Gen. xxi. 5. 


References. 


- 1948, 86 agrees with Gen, xi. 26. 
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| Iſaac's age at the birth of Jacob 60, ditto xxv. 26, 
130, ditto Alti. 9. 


Jacob's age When he went into 


Egypt | 
Stay of the children of Iſrael f in 


Egypt 


430, ditto Exod, xii. 40, 41. 


From their leaving Egyp to the 

building of the te - 480, ditto 1 Kings vi. 1. 
Soloman-reigned x as « wh - 36, ditto 2 Chron. ix. 30, 
Rehoboam reigned - = 17, ditto ditto xii. 13. 
Abijah ditto - - 3, ditto ditto xiii. 2. - 
Aſa ditto + - - 41, ditto ditto xvi. 13. 
. ditto - 25, ditto ditto xx. 31. 

choram ditto - - „ ditto ditto xxi. 5. 
Ahaziah ditto - N ditto ditto xxii. 2. 
Queen Athaliah ditto - 6, ditto ditto xxii. 12. 
Joaſh ditto - - 40, ditto ditto xxiv. 1. 
Am«ziah ditto Tx - _ 29, ditto ditto XXV. I. 
Uzziah ditto - - 52, ditto ditto xxvi. 3. 
Jotham ditto - 16, ditto ditto xxvii. 1. 
Ahaz ditto - - 16, ditto ditto xxviii. 1. 
Hezekiah ditto - - - 29, ditto ditto xxix. 1. 
Manaſſeh ditto - - 55, ditto ditto xxxiii. 1. 
Ammon ditto — . 2, ditto ditto xxxiii. 21. 
Joſiah ditto - 31, ditto ditto xxziv. 1. 
-- 11, ditto ditto xxxvi. 5, 


12 ditto - 


ebuchadnezzar after the begins 4 
ning of the captivity - - 
Evil Merodach ditto + . - 


Belſhazzar ditto 3 


The 70 yrs, of captivity. 


* 


37 1 . xxv. 17. Jer. xlii. 31. 


2 Chron. ſee xxxvi. 21. 
3036, age of the world in the 


iſ year of Cyrus, 


(8 1 
I proceed now to ſhew, 


That there are rive {mall l 8 in all to 13 years, 
under-reckoned in the Chronology, from the time of laying 
the foundation of the Temple to the Return of the Jews from 

their Captivity in Babylon, in the firſt year of Cyrus. 


* 4 N £ : : 
* 


| 8 5 References. 1 
„ See 2 Chron, xxi. 1, and 20. 
refer to the dates in the mar- fire years allowed inftend of > 
gin of 'the Bible, we ſhall _ _ciglt years. 
find is oo 1 oi 

The ſecond error is'of - 1 ditto xxii. 25 totally en 7 

The third error is of 1 ditto xxy. 1, and 28, only 28 
| Ws allowed inflead of 29 years. 

The fourth error is alſo of . 1 ditto xxix, 1, with axxii. 33. 

The fifth error is of - +- 7 Compare date oppoſite xxxvi, 
| | A 9, with 22; only 63 years 

allowed inſtead of 70 years, 


err Ke in all 45 1 

The laſt error, confifling - of ſeven years, is 
occaſioned by a miſcalculation of the time of the 
captivity, or rather, as appears, the commencement 
of it. And in order to ſet this matter in its pro- 
per light, I ſhall firſt proceed to aſcertain at what 
time the captivity of Judah did commence, 'which 
was when Jehoiachin was carried away to Babylon; 
ſee 2 Chron. xxxvi. 9, 10. And that it was at 
that particular time it began, and no other, Ireen 
for proof to 2 Kings xxv. 27. ie te Jer. li. 31. 
alſo to Ezek. xxxiii. 2 1, and xl. 1: 
„ee, with N to the two firſt of the 

above 


'F 


G 
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above references, that the 97th year of their cap- 
| tivity, was alſo the laſt year of Nebuchadnezzar's 
reign, and the firſt year of Evil Merodact's. And 
- obſerve further, it was in the 8th year of Nebu- 
chadneuaat 's reign that | Jehoiachia was carried by 
him captive to Babylon: he carried away the trea- 
ſures of the houſe of the Lord, and of the king's 
houſe, and cut in pieces all the veſſels of gold, 
which Solomon king of Iſrael had made in the 
houſe of the. Lord; ſee 2 Kings xxiv, 12 to 17. 
With repect to the tuo laſt references, viz. xxxiii, 
„ . they plainly and clearly corroborate the 
two former, viz, that the five and twentieth year of 
their captivity, was the 14th year after the city was 
ſmitten; and it is. quite evident that the city was 
Mitten in the 19th year of Nebuchadnezzar's reign: 
ſiee 2 Kings xxv. 8, 9, alſo 2 Chron. xxxvi. 19; Jer. 
Iii. 12, 13, 14, being juſt 11, years after Jehoiachin 
was carried captive to Babylon, as before obſerved. 
And that the reigns of Evil Merodachand Belſhazzar 
are ſtrictly cortect, I refer to 2 Chron. xx. 21, 22, 
alſo Jerem. xxv. 11. Our chronologiſts note, in 
"the margin oppofite Jet. xxv. t 1, that their capti- 
vity is to be reckoned from the 606th year before 
Chrift, which is juſt feven years previous to their 
being carried away captive in the reign of Jeh6iachin, 
which, according to their own cxkeulation, is only 
599 years before Chrift ; ſee the date in the margin 
oppoſite #Chron. xxxvi. g: ; conſequently, they have 
committed an obvious error in beginning, ot dating 
the commencement of the captivity 7 years too ſoon. 
Obſerve 2 this will in other feſpects ſerve to 
* confirm 
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confirm what was hinted above, viz. that the time 
of the reign of Evil Merodach and Belſhazzar are 
ſtrictly correct. : 
Furthermore, in ordet to bew that there are 
only the five errors I have noticed, and neither 
more or leſs, (except two ſmall omiſſions of three 
months each, too trivial to mention, ſeg Xvi. 2; 
ditto 9) in the period of time ſtated in the begin- 
ning of this propoſition, viz. from the foundation 
of the temple to the return of the Jews from their 
70 years captivity in Babylon; compare the dates 
in the margin, at the two different periods, and we 
ſhall find that there is only 47g years allowed ; 
whereas according to my ſtatement at the'beginning 
of this propoſition (which ſtatement I pronounce 
incontrovertible) there ought to have been 488: 
conſequently, our received chronology, during that 
period, is under-reckoned juſt 13 years: Thus 
have I proved my fourth propoſitian, © 


„ 
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"PROPOSITION ke 

That there is a further Error, in the Computation of our 
Chronologiſts, from the firſt year of Cyrus, to the birth of 


Chriſt, of as much as "53 er 3 OY that 
Percd, e 1 


| Tum peng 1 voſer to, for 1 
of the e is ae Dan ix. 25, Know 
therefore, and underſtand, that from the going 
forth of the commandment to reſtore and to build 
Jeruſalem, unto the Meſſiab the Prince, ſhall be 
ſeven weeks, and threeſcore and two weeks.. 
Ihe firſt point which I ſhall-proceed to conſider, 
is, what we are to underſtand by the above expreſ- 
ſion of 7 weeks and 62 weeks; which indicate, 
or imply, the interval of time which was to inter- 
vene between the one period and the other, viz. 
between the going forth of the commandment to 
\ reſtore and to build Jeruſalem, and the l of 
the Meſſiah the Prince. _ 
The above period I RY is unanimouſly 
allowed by all commentators, to imply a time of 
483 years; there being juſt ſo many days in 69 
weeks; and, that a pa in ſcripture language is 
er, put for a year, and a week for ſeven years, 
* * you to Numb. xiv, 34, alſo to Ezek. iv. 
and again, thou ſhalt number ſeven ſab- 
baths,” that 18, 49 years, to the year of Jubilee. 
But before I enter into further particulars on 
* Nee 


/ 
\ | $5 ] 
the ſubject, 1 think it neceſſary to quote the opinion f 
and remarks of the late Rev. Jos Ok rox,“ Inu 
treating on this paſſage, in a ſermon on Daniel's 
Weeks, vol. vi. page 270, he ſays, A week is 
put for ſeven years, and 70 weeks for ſeven times 
70 years, that is, 490 years; and then he ſays, this 
is to comprehend the whole period between the 
going forth of the commandment to reſtore and to 
build Jeruſalem, and the bRATH of Chriſt ; and he 
further ſays, that the commandment here referred 
to, is the commandment or grant to Ezra for 
reſtoring the church, and ſtate of the Jews; for 
THAT, he Tux ks, is meant by the expreſſion of 
- reſtoring, and building Jeruſalem, &c. And for 
this, he ſays, the command was GRAnTED to Ezra, 
by Artaxerxes king of Perſia, in the ſeventh year 
of his reign, and from that time to the death of 
Chriſt was exactly 490 years to a month. He then 
proceeds to ſay, that this whole period is afrerwards 
divided into three, that is, ſeven weeks, 62 weeks, 
and one week. From this decree to the Meſſiah the 
Prince, or, as he ſays, to the firſt publication of 
his goſpel, ſhould be ſeven weeks and 62 weeks; in 
the firſt ſeven weeks, or 49 years, the ſtreets ſnould 
be built again, and the wall even 1a troublous times. 
Now, ſays he, from the beginning of this reſtoration 
by Ezra, to the ending and perſecting of it dy 
Nehemiah, was exactly 49 years, Howbeit 
ſhould have been glad he would have told us how 
he proves it, as I do not fee it. | 
G 3 | % The 
'* Mr. Oaron's © Expoſition on the Old Teſtanient, with 
devotional and practical Reflections, for the uſe of Families,” was 


* publiſhed ſo lately as 1791, in 6 vols. 8vo. to which there are 
upwards of goo ſubſcribers, 
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The ſecond period, he ſays, was from the end of 
that time to the end of 62 weeks, or 434 years, and 
then Meſſiah the Prince was to appear; that is, he 
fays, his goſpel was to be opened upon the world 
by ohn Baptiſt : adding, the law and the prophets 
were till John, and that he began to preach juſt 69 
weeks after Ezra's decree, that is, 483 years. Then, 
he ſays, John Baptiſt preached three years and a 
half, and Meſliah preached three years and a half 
more; and theſe two put together make ſeven 
years, the laſt week of the prophecy. He then ſays, 
Indeed it is ſaid, v. 26, „ After 62 weeks ſhall 
Meſſiah be cut off,” But, he ſays, the word arTER 
muſt refer to the whole next week, otherwiſe no 
time would be left for his miriſtry, And in v. 24, 
the events to be brought to paſs by his death are 
placed at the end of the 70 weeks, Upon the 
whole, he ſays, the firſt period of 49 years, refers to 


| reſtoring the church and ſtate of the Jews; the 


ſecond period, 62 weeks, reaches from the end of 
that period to the publication of the goſpel ; the 
laſt week, from John's preaching to Chriſt's being 
cut off; which was one week, or ſeven years, All 
theſe put together, he ſays, make up the 70 weeks, 
or 490 years. And, according to this computation, 

every particular hath been exactly verified, and the 
whole number of years anſwers to a month. Other 
computations have been made by learned men, but 
this appears to be the 'moſt exact and ſatisfactory. 
Then he ſays, there are difficulties attending every 
computation, ariſing from the different names, 
number, and years, of the Perſian kings; and the 
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different lengths « of years. in diffrent nations, &6, 
Now I cannot help acknowledging. that * find 
myſelf extremely obliged to Mr. Okrox for, this 
laſt obſervation, viz. that there is little ar no de: 
pendance to be placed upon theſs different hiſtories, 
at leaſt with any degree, of certainty.. As 1 have n 
opportunity of availing myſelf of their Da 
ſuch as it is, I ſhall requeſt the ſame indulgence fro 3 
the public, which Mr. Ox ro ſeems to dam wi 
RESPECT. TO, HISTORY. 
Without catering into a minute detail on n all 
Mr. Orton's remarks, let it ſuffice to ſay, 2 
differ from bim in the following particularss. 
PFirſt, I affirm that the 7 weeks — 
verſe 24, did commence one week ar ſeven years 
before the 69 weeks mentioned verſe 25: and 
nat that ĩt ended one weck AFTER. the by weeks, as 
Mr. Orton will have it. 
Secondly, 1 contend, that the 69 weeks, meny 


tioned verſe 25, refer to, or imply the period of 


time from the going forth of the commandment, to 
reſtore. and to build Jeroen to the BIATGH E 
Chriſt, or Meſſias. 
| Thirdly, that the 6a weeks mentioned verſe 26, 
| axe to begin to be reckoned, from the time of the 
completion of the temple by Nehemiah, as Mr. 
Orton ſays, but with this material difference; he 
ſays, to the publication of Chyift's goſpel by yy | 
I ſay, to the DEATH of Chriſt. | 
PFourthly, I contend, that altho! it, is 8 
the ane week - mentioned verſe 27, may bear the 
N Mr. Orton puts upon it, yet I inſiſt 
1 6 > 6.6 in 
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that it is a matter totally diſtin "TO cites the 
69 weeks or the 70 weeks, 
Fifthly, and principally, I affirm, that the going 


| forth of the commandment to reſtore and to build 


Jeruſalem, &c. alluded to in verſe 25, took place 

in the firſt year of Cyavs king of Perſia; and 
nor in the ſeventh year of Ax TAXERXESs king of 
Perſia, as Mr. Orton ſets forth. 

Firſt, that the 70 weeks ip or MusT begin one 
week before the 69 weeks, I refer to the time of 
Daniel's viſion, when he nab this information from 
the angel Gabriel, which was in the firſt year of 
Darius, who was made king over the realm of 
the Chaldeans, ſee verſe 1; and that this was pre- 
vious to the firſt year of Cyrus, when the 69 
weeks commenced, I refer to Dan. i. 21, and vi. 28: 
and altho* our commentators only allow it to be 
two years before the reign of Cyrus, yet I am 
well convinced that it muſt have been ſeven years. 
Howbeit, it is poſſible that the determination might 
have taken place in the purpoſe of the Almighty 
ſome years before Daniel received this information 
of it by Gabriel. Be that as it may, certain it is, 
that Mr. Orton is wrong, when he ſays that the 
70 weeks, or 490 years, are to be comprehended as 
the period from the going forth of the command- 
ment to reſtore, &c. to the Meſſiah the Prince; 
for we are expreſsly informed, v. 25, that it was to 
be only 69 weeks: conſequently, he a” inevita- 
bly be wrong in that idea. * 5 

Secondly, I proceed to ſhew that the 69 weeks 
mentioned Daniel ix. 25, refer to the BIK TH of 
Chriſt, the Meſſiah, not to his death, In order 

| the 
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the better to form our judgment on this point, let 
us have recourſe to other predictions, or prophecies, ' 
of ſimilar import, relative to the ſame great event; 
and we ſhall 'find that they all centre in the ſame 
point, viz. the zin r of Chriſt: The firſt paſſage 
I ſhall allude to is in Gen. xlix. 10, where it is 
ſaid, The ſceptre ſhall not depart from Judah, 
nor a lawgiver from between his feet, until Shiloh 5 


Nos ie it not'well known, that the children of 

Judah had preſerved diſtinct, throꝰ three ſuceeſſive 
empires, viz. the Chaldean, Perſian and Grecian, and 
even the Roman ſo far, a covirnor and high 
prieſt, of the regal line, TiLL the 812TH or com- 
ing of Chriſt; at which time Herod was made 
governor, Scarcely had the Meſſiah appeared in 
the fleſh, when ſudea was altogether reduced into 
a Roman province, having no ſovereign but the 
Roman - emperor. \ Therefore, I truſt,” it will be 
allowed, that Tas paſſage refers to the BTE of 
Chriſt; ſee alſo Iſaiah vii. 14, © Behold a virgin 
ſhall conceive and bear a ſon.” &ec, Alſo ix. 6, * For 
" unto us a child is born, unto us a ſon is given, 
&c.” It certainly will be allowed, that theſe two 
paſſages ALso refer to the air of Chriſt, * But in 
order to put the matter totally beyond the poſli- 
bility of a diſpute, I refer to the united teſtimony 
of both men and angels, proving. that to be the 
time or event alluded to; ſee Matt. ii. 2—12, 
alſo Luke ii. 8-15, And now, I truſt,” it will 
n be . err this is the time or great 
| event 
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event referred: to by Dan. ix. 28 and not to the 
commencement of Jahn the Baptiſt's preaching, © 
Thirdly, furthermore I affirm, that Mr. Ox ron, 
muſh alſo have been wrong in ſuppoſing, or infor- 
ring, that the 62 weeks mentioned v. 26, have 
any reference whatever to the preaching of the 
goſpel - by John Baptiſt, as no ſuch circumſtance 
is in the leaſt alluded to. It ſhauld ſeem that Mr. 
Orton himſelf was conſcious of this, when he ſays, 
<« indeed it is (81d, v. 26, And after 62 weeks (hall 
Meſſiah be cur off.” This period of time, which 
implies 434 years, means the intermediate ſpaee 
from the time the TEMPLE was finiſhed to the 
Dan of Chriſt. Mr. Orton admits that this 
period was to commence at, or with the completion 
of the temple by Nehemiah; but fays that“ at the 
end of that time Meſſiah WAS to arpzan, that is, 
his goſpel wes to be opened upon the: world by 
John the Baptiſt“' But I ſay, that at the end of 
that time it ſays Meſſiah was to be cor orr, not to 
APPEAR, It was as much as $2-years from the 
time of the Jews return from Babylon, or reſtora-: 
tion from their 70 years captivity in the firſt year 
of Cyrus, and juſt 80 years from the laying the 
foundation of the temple by Zerubbabel, Era 
ili. 813, to the completion of it by Nehemiah, 
which is juſt 7 weeks, or 49 years, and the age of 
Chriſt, that is, 33 years, added together. | 
Fourthly, I affirm, that the one week men- 
tioned v. 27, has no connection with, but is totally 
diſtinct from, either the 69 weeks or the 70 
weeks. 1 ſhall not here take upon me to riſk an 


opinion 
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opinion as to what is preciſely meant hy the words 

following; And in the midſt of the week he 
ſhall cauſe the ſacrifice and the ablation to craſe, 
&c.” It may poſſibly imply or bear the conſtruc-- 
tion which Mr. Oa rox puts upon it; but L ſhould, - 


be rather of the opinion that it implies that Chriſt's. 
death was to take place at the half of the week, and. 
that the other helf was to be accompliſhed by his 
apoſtles, And as to the inference which Mr. 
On rox draws from v. 24, viz. That the events 
ta be brought to paſs by Chriſt's death, are placed 
at the end of the 70 weeks,” I have only to re- 
peat it as my opinion, that the whole verſe refers 
to the & TA of Chriſt; for, had not his birth taken 
place, neither his miniſtry nor his crucifixion could. 
But this part of the matter being totally foreign to 
my preſent purpoſe, [ 2 amin «King any: 
thing further. 
Fifthly, I proceed to 6 Ec that <« the going | 
' forth of the commandment to reſtore and to build 
Jeruſalem,” took place in the riasr year of Cyaus 
King of Perſia, and not in the 7th-year of Ag+ 
TAXERXES King of Perſia; conſequently, the 69 
weeks eommenced in the firſt year of Cyrus alſo: 
and that there was only 483 years from that time 
to the birth of Chriſt, not 536- years, che time 
allowed by our chronologiſts. 
I cannot help expreſſing my han Gage os 
any perſon or perſons ſhould, in their reſearch after 
— pais by and reject ſuch a number of primary 
paſſages, the meaning of which it is impoſſible: to 
miſtake, * then have recourſe to one or two 
| cConfjectural, 
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_ - conjeftural, ſecondary paſſages,' which will not by 
 ahy means bear the conſtruction they put upon, or 
that is required from them, Howbeit, that this 
has been the caſe, I refer in the firſt inſtance to the 
prophecy ' of Jeremiah, xxv. 12, which ſays, 
And it ſhall come to paſs, when ſeventy years are 
accompliſhed, that I will puniſh the king of Baby- 
Jon, and that nation, ſaith the Lord, for their 
iniquity, and the land of the Chaldeans, and will 
make it perpetual' deſolations, &c.” When was 
this to happen? I anſwer, at the end of the 70 
years of the J&ws* captivity, And to whom? I 
anſwer, to the Chaldeans. And did it fo happen? 


_ » Certainly it id, preciſely at the time predicted, 


when Cyrus king of Perſia overturned and took 
poſſeſſion of the empire, which was never after- 
ward re-eſtabliſhed, .. I 
Obſerve here, the deſtruction of Babylon, and 
the return of the Jews from their 70 years cap- 
tivity, were to take place at one and the ſame time, 
Compare the above verſe with ch. xxix. 10, and 
fee how exactly they agree and correſpond in both 
particulars, Howbeit, Mr. Orton, together with 
the reſt of our learned commentators, do not 
heſitate to give a flat contradiQion'to the word of 
God himſelf, ſpoken by the prophet Jeremiah, and 
ſay, that he did nor THtn viſit them, but that it 
was as much as 49 years AFTER, before he cauſed 
their captivity to be reftored, I preſume they did 
not at the time call to mind the teſtimony which 
Balaam has given of God's immutability, Numb. 
xxiii. 19, where he ſays; © Gob is xoT a man that 
e 15 HE 
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ux ſhould lie, or the ſon of man that uz ſhould 
repent. | Hath he ſaid, and ſhall he not do it? or 
hath he ſpoken, and ſhall he not make it good ?“ 
Obſerve then, he has ſaid by his faithful prophet - 
Jeremiah, © that after 70 years were accompliſhed 
at Babylon he would viſit them, and perform his 
good word toward them, in cauſing them to re- 
turn to Jeruſalem.” Compare this with Dan. ix. 2, 
and all with the firſt and third chapters of Eara, 
and ſee and judge how minutely they tend to cor- 
roborate and confirm the point in hand, viz. that 
the commandment to reſtore, & c. certainly _ | 
place in the firſt year of Cyrus. 

I further proof was neceſſary, ſee in Iai, xliv. 
. 28, what God ſays of Cyrus, He is my ſhepherd, 
and ſhall perform all my pleaſure ;- even ſaying to 
Jeruſalem, Trov ſhalt be built, and to the Temple, 
Tay foundation ſhall be laid.“ See alſo ch. xlv. 
I, 4, For Jacob my ſervant's ſake, and Iſrael 
mine elec, -1 have even called thee by thy name, 
&c.” v. 13, „I have raiſed him up in righteouſ- 
neſs, and I will direct all his ways: he ſhall build 
my city, and he ſhall let go my captives; not ſor 
price, nor reward, faith the Lord of Hoſts.” - Here 
you may plainly perceive, that God had fixed upon 
Cyrus for this very PURPOSE, as. much as 170 
years before his reign, viz. for the purpoſe, of re- 
ſtoring the Jews, ſee v. 4, 13. And that Cyrus, 
though a heathen, underſtood this, is evident: 

fee Ezra i. 2, Thus ſaith Cyrus King of 

' Perſia, The Lord God of Heaven hath given 

me all the 1 of the earth; 

ath 
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hath charged me to build hint an houſe at Jeruſy- 
lem, which- is in Judah,” Howbeit, our Jearned 
commentators, being wife above that which is 
written, ſay, chat it was not in the firſt year of 
Cyrus that the commandment to reftore and to 
build Jeruſalom took place, but that it was in the 
ſeventh year of ARTANREKRxxSs king of Perſia. 
Baut let us fee upon what authority they ground 

this aſſertion. Mr. Orton ſays, that the com- 
mandment referted to by Dan. ix. 23, is the com- 
mandment, or grant, to Ezra, for reſtoring the 
CHURCH and STATE of the Jews; for rnar, he 
- THINKS, is meant by the expreſſion of reſtoring 
and building Jerufalem.” Now I ſhould be very 
glad to know what right he, or any other perſon, 
has to think that the paſiage bears a different 
meaning to what is plainly expreſſed, which is, 
that from the going forth of the comManDuenT 
to xESTORE and to BUILD JerxUSALEM, to Meſſiah 
the Prince,” ſhould be. ſo and fo. _ Obſerve, the 
COMMANDMENT to Ar That obtained by 
Extra of Artaxerxes, is no more than a grant, that 
is, a pertniſſive leave, fee Ezra vü. 6, And the 
king granted him all his requeſt,” &. again verſe 
13, Whatſoeve? is commanded by the (God of 
heaven, let it be diligently done for the hoaſe of the 
God of heaven: for why ſhould there be wrath 
agninſt the realm of the king and his ſons,” Now 

obſerve, this ſtill amounts to no more than an ac- 
quieſcence or compliance with Ezra's .requeſt, and 
to prevent the wrath of God againſt the king and 
his ſors ;. alſo tho offering of gold and filver, vec. 

4 is 
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eis evidently with the ſame intent, and for the ſame 
- purpoſe, and that is fully implied in chap. viii. 22, 
For I was aſhamed to require of the king a band 
of ſoldiers and horſemen. to help us againſt che 
enemy in the way; becaufe we had. ſpoken unto the 
king, ſaying, the hand of our God is upon all them 
for good that ſeek him, &c.” This proves that 
all the orders of the king were in conſequence of 
. Ezra's requeſt and application. But we do not 
-read a ſyllable of any voluntary comManD, any 
' RBSTORATION, or any ordets about building Jeru- 
ſalem. On the contrary, it ſays, verſe 24, that 
Ezra ſeparated twelve of the chief prieſts, &c. to 
take an exact account of the ſilver and gold veſſels, 
&cc. and take care of it. For what purpoſe ? 1 
anſwer, to deliver them to the chief prieſts, and 
the chief of the fathers of Iſrael which were Tagen 
Ar Jauss, ſeg verſe 29. Moreover, it is 
- aid, verſe g6, that they furthered the people, and 
the houſe of God, that is, helped them. Now all 
this I conceive tends to prove one thing certain, 
- which is, that the people had been reftored, and 
Jeruſulem built, before: alſo, that the veſſels of the 
| houſe of the Lord which Nebuchadnezzar had car- 
tied away, did Cyrus RESTORE to Sheſnbazzar 
the yrInce of Jvoak, and he brought them again 
to Jeruſalem, ſee i. 7-11, Obſerve, it is ſaid, 
Ezra i. 1, That the Lord 8TiRReD up the ſpirit 
of Cyrus, king of | Perfa, To Do. ALL Tas; and 
. in- verſe 2 Cyrus confeſſes, that God had charged 
him to build him an houſe at Jetuſalem, Again, 
mar the aniner bien to the Samar ttans, iv. 3; by 
. : Zerub- 
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Zerubbabel, Jeſhua, &c, © Ye have nothing to 
do with us to build an houſe unto our God; but we 
ourſelves together will build unto the Lord God of 
Iſrael, as king Cyrus, the king of Perſia, hath 
COMMANDED us, not permitted us, Alſo ch. v. 13, 
The ſame king Cyrus made a 40 to build this 
houſe of God. 

But above all, mark the contents of the roll of 
record, which king Darius ordered to be ſought 
for, vi. 3—6; which gives particular directions as 
to the fize of the houſe and the materials; alſo 
that the expenſes were to be given out of the king's 
houſe ; alſo that the golden and filver veſſels of 
the houſe of God be RESTORED, every one to his 
place, and place them into the houſe of God, Which 
decree Darius appears very well to have underſtood 
the 1MyorT of; for he ſays, verſe 11, That 
whoſoever ſhall alter this word, let timber be pulled 
down from his houſe, and being ſet up, let him be 
| hanged thereon :“ nay he goes further, and ſays, 
« and let his houſe be made a puncniLlL for this,” 
that is, for refuſing to obey the injunctions of the 
Almighty, as ſet in force by this edict of Cyrus. 

With reſpect to their inference, that this grant 
to Ezra was for the purpoſe of rzsToRING the 
cxurtn and $TATE' of the Jews, I deny it; and 
affirm, that he did nothing more than rectify and 


c.orrect, or cauſe to be rectiſied and corrected, the 


abuſes which had creeT into the church and ſtate 
of the Jews; for I inſiſt that the ſtate was reſtored, 
when Cyrus delivered the veſſels of the houſe of 


the Lord to SHESHBAZZAR; the PRINCE of Judah. 
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And u of the FOR I. think it 
may be allowed to have taken place when Jeſhus 
and Zerubbabel built tke altar of the God of Iſrael, 
to offer burnt offerings thereon, as it is written 
in the law of Moſes the man of God. And they ſet 
the altar upon his baſes, Nc. Alſo Zerubbabel and 
the elders appointed the Levites from 20 years.old 
and upwards to lay the foundation of ine temple of 
the Lord, and ſet the prieſts in their apparel with 
trumpets, and the Levites, the. ſons. of Aſaph, 
with ſymbols, to praiſe the Lord after the ordinance 
of David king. of Iſrael: and again; when they | 
kept the dedication of the houſe of God with joy, 
when the temple was finiſhed ; fee vi. 15—22. 

But to return to the literal expreſs words of 
Daniel, -viz. from the command to reſtore and to 
build Jeruſalem, Bc. that is, to reſtore the people 
from their captivity, and build the our of Jezu- 
'SALEM ; Which, I inſiſt, was done by the edict of 
Cyrus, fee Ezra ii. 70, and iv. 12, when there 
- was no leſs than 49, 697, male. perſons. reſtored, ſee 
ii. 64, 63. Whereas there were no more than 
1754 that came along with Ezra in the ſeventh 
year of Artaxerxes, fee viii. 3— 15, 18—21. 

Now havigg, I truſt, ſucceeded: in , proving - 
chat the commencement of the reſtoration itoak 
place in the ſirſt year of Cyrus, and according to 
the propheey of Daniel, there could be no more than 
483 years from that period · till the birth of Chriſt, 
(and not 536, as ſet ſorth by our chronologiſts) 
1 conclude, that I have completely proved my 
fifth PS * if further proof was 


neceſſary, 


Pt +) 
neceſſary, I refer to Matt. i. 17, where it is ſaid, 
there were only 14 generations from-David to the 


going into captivity ; which is not more than 500 


years. Whereas the next 14 generations, accord- 
ing to the above ſtatement, will amount to 5 53 


years, 53 years more than the former; and yet 


our chronologiſts will have it to be 53 years 


Is b ” ö N Yar g 
Year of the World in the firſt year of Cyrus, ſee Pro- 
poſition IV, - - - 3636 
From then till the birth of Chrift, 69 TP of years, viz." 483 
Year of the world when Chriſt was born 44119 
and not 4004. — 


Should there yet be any, who ſtill perſiſt in 


: adhering to an uncertain chronology, (which even 
its own votaries allow to be contrardictory, and in- 


tricate in the extreme) in preference to the ſure and 


unerring word of prophecy, which is nothing leſs 
than the word of God, conſequently of courſe the 


word of truth; they are at liberty ſo to do. But 


let them take this. with them, that by ſo doing 


they will give their aſſent to augment the preced- 


ing errors juſt 53 years more, And ſhould they 


be diſpoſed to diſallow that I have proved my firſt 
ition, it will only add 60 years more to the 


former magnitude; as I am confident that my 


third propoſition is totally incontrovertible. At 
any rate, I muſt inſiſt that I have made good my 


_ undertaking, viz. to prove the whole according to 


ſcripture ; which I deem quite ſufficient. * 
P RO- 


PROPOSITION FL 

In order further to corroborate and confirm the truth” of the 
preceding Propoſition, I undertake to ſhew, that the Period 
of Time repreſented Dan. viii. 14, under the figurative Term 
of 2300 Days, that is, Years, did not expire in the Year 1750s 
according to the Opinion of the late Mr. Fu.zTCnus, of 
MapzLzy ; which, had our Chronology from the firſt Year 


of Cyrus been right, it would have dons ; but that it EY 
does and ee DOIN 1798. 2 


THz o opinion of Mr. FueTcazs 
on this point, we find in the Arminian Magazine 
ſor July 1793, page 3733 Here, ſays he, the 
prophet ſaw, or rather heard, as in v. 13, a faint 
aſking another ſaint, how long the church ſhould 
be thus corrupted and deſolate ? and the anſwer 
was, till the end of 2300 days, and then the 
ſanctuary ſhould be cleanſed. Here is a number 
given, ſays he, a number by which we may know 
that we are come to the very time the Spirit of 
God had in view; a number, which fixes the 
beginning of the things that are coming upon the 
earth. Let us take ſome notice of it. 


Firſt, „% When ſhall the ſanctuary begin to 40 1 


eleanſed, in ſuch a meaſure as to deſerve to be 
taken notice of by the Spirit of God? At the end 
of 2300 days; which are proved to be prophetic 
days, and to hgnify each a whole year, by the pro- 
ub ut H 2 phecy 
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phecy of 70 weeks, and many other places of 
Seripture. He then goes on and ſays, 

Secondly, * What is the epocha from which 
we muſt begin to reckon thoſe 2300 years? It is 
evident it muſt be the time of the viſion itſelf, 
which the prophet has taken particular care to 
obſerve; for, in the firſt verſe of the chapter, 
he ſays," © In the third year of the reign of King 
Belſhazzar, a viſion appeared to me, even unto me 
Daniel.“ | 

Mr. Fl Erenrx then enters into ſome minute 
diſcuſſions, as to what time this Belſhazzar began 
his reign, and then ſays, * Tf we truſt or admit the 
canons of Ptolemy, which, he ſays, is the moſt 
probable, it follows, that the third year of Bel. 
ſhazzar's reign falls in with 556 years before 
_ Chriſt, which is the epocha wanted ; add to it four 
or five years, on account of the difference of the 
Judaical year of 360 days, and ours, which is 
365 and above; add three years more for the 
time that Belſhazzar Hap reigned when Daniel 
had the viſion, and, ſays he, we have about 550; 
which, being ſubſtracted from 2300, give the year 
17 50, for the cleanſing of the ſanctuary, &c.“ 

Now it is extremely painful to be under the 
neceſſity of pointing out an error in any production 
of ſo great and good a man as the late Mr. 
 FLeTchur was; but certainly I cannot help think- 
ing that he has given veeafion for it above, where 
he fays, ©* add three years more for the time that 
Belfhazzar nap reigned when Daniel had the 
viſion.” _ Obſerve, Mr. FLercnts himſelf ſays, 
that 356 was the rutnp year of Belſhazzar. 
Then 
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Then, in God's name, what has the time he tan 
reigned BEFORE, to do with the matter in queſ- 
tion? for he juſt before tells us, It is evident 
this time, that is, the time of cammencement, muſt 
be the time of-the viſion itſelf, viz, the thisd FR 
of the reign of Belſhazzar,” | 

Hie alſo ſpeaks of adding four or * 7 on 
account of the difference of the Judaical year of 
360 days, and ours, which is 365 and above. I 
am ſorry that here again there appears further 
occaſion for criticiſm; for, admitting that his idea 
is right, (which by the bye I do not) yet certainly 
his caleulation muſt be erroneous; for five days 
and upwards in a year, for 356 years, would make 
as much as eight years difference, inſtegd- of 
Four or Five, Beſides, if it be deemed neceſ- 
fary to reckon that odd time for the firſt 556 
years, it will be neceſſary to purſue the ſame reckon» 
ing during the whole of the 2300 years, - Indeed, 
the two above intricate obſervations or ſolutions, 
ſeem to be nothing leſs than complicate miſtakes, 
either of Mr, FLzTcarr's; or ſomebody for him. 
But admitting the calculation-in the firſt inſtance to 

be right, yet the idea is totally inadmiſſible ; for if 
you reckon the firſt $556 years, you muſt alfo 
reckon the whole of the 2 300 years, which will be 
about 25 years more, Had Mr. Freuen 
thought proper to have proceeded in calculating 
fimply on the matter in queſtion, agreeable to the + 
time he firſt fixes it, viz. when Daniel had this. 
viſion, according to our received chronology j 


556 ous: before Chriſt, it would then appear 
that 
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that the- time 2300 years would have ended in 
1745, as we are not to INCLUDE the third year 
of Belſhazzar, but to reckon rromM the third 
year of Belſhazzar; and this, I ſay, would have 
been ſtrictly right, had our received chronology 
from the firſt year of Cyrus to the birth of Chriſt 
been right; but 1 ſay that time is over · reckoned, 
agreeable to my laſt propoſition, by 53 years, 
which 53 years are to be added to 1743, and it 
makes juſt 1798. the preſent year of our Lord; 
with which, I ſhall wore n en does or 
will end. 

Is gagree with Mr. eee chat this time of 
2300 years is to begin to be reckoned from the 
time of the viſion, viz. from the third year of 
Belſhazzar; and THAr, 1 further admit, was juſt 
20 years before the firſt year of Cyrus, only that 
the third year is not be included ; and then there 


will remain only "| - =» - 19 years 
to the firſt year of Cyrus; then add 
to that 69 weeks, r. - 483 years, 


the time from that event to the birth | 
of Chriſt, and then add to that 1798, the 
preſent year of our Lord, and you? 
have the exact time produced - 2300 years, 
Here I think it neceſſary to notice, that Mr, 
FLETCHER has ſaid, that this time is put to ſignify 
how long the Cfaurca ſhould be corrupted and 
lie defolate. It would have been well if he had 
mentioned what Church it was that he meant; 
the words are, How long ſhall be the viſion 


concerning the daily ſacrifice, and the tranſgreſſion 
of 
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of deſolation, to give both the sancTvary and 


the nos to be trodden under foot?” Now 1 
think, if there is meaning in words, this ſigniſies 
the Jewiſh ſanctuary and land, and the nosr, the 
people or nation of the Jews; and that it is 
THEY, and THEY only, are the people that were to 
lie deſolate 2300 years from that time. What is 
to happen to them afterwards, 1 ſhall decline en- 
tering into particulars of now, being foreign to my 
preſent ſubje&, any further than it ſays, At the 
end of that time the 8sancTuary ſhall be cleanſed, 
that is, the temple and land of Canaan purified 
and prepared for their return in the Jatter days, 
See Dan. x. and xii.* omitting the xith, which is 
improperly placed, being in the firſt year of Darius. 
What Mr. FLET CHER means by ſaying, that at 
this time it ſhall only begin to be cleanſed, I 
know not; but certainly the words are, Then 
ſhall the ſanctuary be cLeawseD,” (not begin to 
be cleanſed) and that too I ſhould: think, for the 
purpoſe of receiving its antient proprietors once 
more to their rightful inheritance and native land. 


. Particularly the 14th verſe of the x. chapter ; alſo the laſt 


verſe of the ſame chapter, and the 1 verſe of the xii. * 


. PROPOSITION VII. 


by order e to demonſtrate that the whole ſtatement of this 
Chronology is ſtrictly correct, I now proceed to ſhew, 
That there is every reaſon to believe and infer, and that it 
appears very clearly, that the preciſe time that Abraham 
was called of God to offer up his ſon Iſaac on Mount Moria, 
23 a type of Chriſt, was at exactly the half of the period from 
the Creation of the World to the Crucifixion of Chriſt, . 


— _———_— 


of So ME authors have entertained the 
opinion, that Tſaac muſt have been as much as 33 

years old at the time he ſuffered himſelf to be 
bound of his father, as bearing more affinity with 
the age of Chriſt. Others have contended, that 
he was hot then more than 25. This being the 
caſe, and'the preciſe time uncertain, T ſhall take 
the liberty of ſuppoſing him to be juſt 23 years 
old at the time; and we are informed Gen. xxl. 5, 
that his father Abraham was an 100 when Tſaac was 
born; add to both theſe the age of the world when 
Abram was born, viz. 1948, and they make juſt 
2076 to be the year of the world when Iſaac was 
bound by his father Abraham, with the intention of 
being offered up for a burnt offering, as a type of 

Chriſt. Add then the age of Chriſt when crucified, 
viz, 33 years, to the age of the world when Chriſt 
was born, as hath been proved by this chronology, 
viz. 4119, and both will make juſt 41 52, which is 
Juſt double the period of time which had elapſed 
previous 
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previous to Iſaac being bound by his father Abta- 
ham, with a view to. be offered up as a type of 
Chriſt. | 
What has induced me to dwell 0 particularly 
on this circumſtance is, having been given to 
underſtand that the laſt ſentenee of the 14th verſe 
of the xxii. chap. of Geneſis is not properly tranſ- 
lated from the original Hebrew text, or it would 
run thus, *in this mount the Lord ſhall be ſeen;“ 
that is, the I.ord Jehovah ſhall be ſeen, Which 
was actually verified when Chriſt ſuffered upon that 
very identical Mount Mog 14, on which, you will 
obſerve, the temple was built, ſee 2 Chron. iii. 1. 
And that it was the Lord Jehovah miM3eLy that 
was ſeen on that mount, I refer to Chriſt's own 
words, as recorded by his beloved diſciple, John 
the Evangeliſt, ſee John xiv. 7 —11, And I 
think there can be no manner of doubt, but that it 
' was the ſame perſon that appeared to Abram, Gen. 
xiv, and xviii. chapters. That this is not an unwar. 
rantable conſtruction upon the above paſſage in 
John, I refer to Iſai. xliii. 10, 11 ; xliv. 6, 8, 243 
xlv. 5 to 23; xlvi. 9 xlvii. 43 xlviti. 17; xlix. 
26; liv. 5, 8; ſee alſo John i. 1, 3, 10, 14; 
1 Timothy iii. 16 z alſo Hoſea xiii. 4, 9, 14. 
Having now, I truſt, completely cleared up all 
my propoſitions, collectively as well as ſeverally, I 
ſhall only add a few remarks. If this chronology 
is not incontrovertibly correct, certain it is that the 
ſcripture is inadequate and inſufficient to furniſh 
us with a connected chronology ; which would be a 
very eſſential defect, and greatly tend to derogate 
I from 
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from its divine authenticity as recorded by Moſes, 
ho was, without the leaſt doubt, inſtructed by God 

himſelf for that purpoſe. And as to the 69 weeks 
mentioned Dan. ix. 25, which imply 484 years, 
and which have been ed to commence in the 
firſt year of Cyrus; I make no heſitation whatever 

in firmly relying upon the truth and verity of that 
divine prophecy, in preference to a vague, uncertain 
and confuſed. chronology, on which, its very votaries 
have confeſſed, there i is no 0 or dependance 


n 


THE END. 


